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May 6, 1996

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, May 6, 1996

The House met at 2 p.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:
We pray, gracious God, that You
would watch over us and keep us in
Your favor, that You would support us
in our obligations and direct us in the
right path, that You would sustain us
in our endeavors and point us to the
way of truth. O loving God, from whom
we have come and to whom we shall re-
turn, may Your peace that passes all
human understanding abound in our
lives. Though we may depart from You,
O God, may Your grace and mercy
never depart from us. This is our ear-
nest prayer. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’'s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. BALLENGER]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. BALLENGER led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one Nation under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment bills of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 2064. An act to grant the consent of
Congress to an amendment of the Historic
Chattahoochee Compact between the States
of Alabama and Georgia; and

H.R. 2243, An act to amend the Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Management
Act of 1984, to extend for three years the
availability of moneys for the restoration of
fish and wildlife in the Trinity River, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 1743. An act to amend the Water Re-
sources Research Act of 1984 to extend the
authorizations of appropriations through fis-
cal year 2000, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 1836. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to acquire property in
the town of East Hampton, Suffolk County,
New York, for inclusion in the Amagansett
National Wildlife Refuge.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 811. An act to authorize research into
the desalinization and reclamation of water
and authorize a program for States, cities, or
qualifying agencies desiring to own and oper-
ate a water desalinization or reclamation fa-
cility to develop such facilities, and for
other purposes; and

8. 1720. An act to establish the Nicodemus
National Historic Site and the New Bedford
National Historic Landmark.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee on conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill
(S. 641) “An Act to reauthorize the
Ryan White CARE Act of 1990, and for
other purposes.”

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 276d-276g of title
22, United States Code, as amended, the
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. HATCH, Mr.
PRYOR, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. GRASSLEY,
Mr. GORTON, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. MACK,
Mr. BURNS, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. INHOFE,
Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. GRAMS, as mem-
bers of the Senate delegation to the
Canada-United States Interparliamen-
tary Group during the 2d Session of the
104th Congress, to be held in southeast
Alaska, May 10-14, 1996.

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 276h-276k of title
22, United States Code, as amended, the
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. BROWN,
and Mr. COVERDELL, as members of the
Senate delegation to the Mexico-
United States Interparliamentary
Group during the 2d Session of the
104th Congress, to be held in Zacatecas,
Mexico, May 3-5, 1996.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 2, 1596.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, I
have the honor to transmit a sealed envelope

received from the White House on Thursday,
May 2nd at 4:15 p.m. and said to contain a
message from the President wherein he re-
turns without his approval H.R. 956, the
“‘Common Sense Product Liability Legal Re-
form Act of 1996.”
With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

COMMON SENSE PRODUCT LIABIL-
ITY REFORM ACT OF 1996—VETO
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
104-207)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following veto message from the
President of the United States:

To the House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith without my
approval H.R. 956, the ‘“‘Common Sense
Product Liability Legal Reform Act of
19%-!}

I support real commonsense product
liability reform. To deserve that label,
however, legislation must adequately
protect the interests of consumers, in
addition to the interests of manufac-
turers and sellers. Further, the legisla-
tion must respect the important role of
the States in our Federal system. The
Congress could have passed such legis-
lation, appropriately limited in scope
and balanced in application, meeting
these test. Had the Congress done so, I
would have signed the bill gladly. The
Congress, however, chose not to do so,
deciding instead to retain provisions in
the bill that I made clear I could not
accept.

This bill inappropriately intrudes on
State authority, and does so in a way
that tilts the legal playing field
against consumers. While some Federal
action in this area is proper because no
one State can alleviate nationwide
problems in the tort system, the States
should have, as they always have had,
primary responsibility for tort law.
The States traditionally have handled
this job well, serving as laboratories
for new ideas and making needed re-
forms. This bill unduly interferes with
that process in products cases; more-
over, it does so in a way that pecu-
liarly disadvantages consumers. As a
rule, this bill displaces State law only
when that law is more favorable to
consumers; it defers to State law when
that law is more helpful to manufac-
turers and sellers. I cannot accept, ab-
sent compelling reasons, such a omne-
way street of federalism.

Apart from this general problem of
displacing State authority in an unbal-
anced manner, specific provisions of
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H.R. 956 unfairly disadvantage consum-
ers and their families. Consumers
should be able to count on the safety of
the products they purchase. And if
these products are defective and cause
harm, consumers should be able to get
adequate compensation for their losses.
Certain provisions in this bill work
against these goals, preventing some
injured persons from recovering the
full measure of their damages and in-
creasing the possibility that defective
goods will come onto the market as a
result of intentional misconduct.

In particular, I object to the follow-
ing provisions of the bill, which subject
consumers to too great a risk of harm.

First, as I previously have stated, I
oppose wholly eliminating joint liabil-
ity for noneconomic damages such as
pain and suffering because such a
change could prevent many persons
from receiving full compensation for
injury. When one wrongdoer cannot
pay its portion of the judgment, the
other wrongdoers, and not the innocent
victim, should have to shoulder that
part of the award. Traditional law ac-
complishes this result. In contrast, this
bill would leave the victim to bear
these damages on his or her own. Given
how often companies that manufacture
defective products go bankrupt, this
provision has potentially large con-
sequences.

This provision is all the more trou-
bling because it unfairly discriminates
against the most vulnerable members
of our society—the elderly, the poor,
children, and nonworking women—
whose injuries often involve mostly
noneconomic losses. There is no reason
for this kind of discrimination. Non-
economic damages are as real and as
important to victims as economic dam-
ages. We should not create a tort sys-
tem in which people with the greatest
need of protection stand the least
chance of receiving it.

Second, as I also have stated, I op-
pose arbitrary ceilings on punitive
damages, because they endanger the
safety of the public. Capping punitive
damages undermines their very pur-
pose, which is to punish and thereby
deter egregious misconduct. The provi-
sion of the bill allowing judges to ex-
ceed the cap if certain factors are
present helps to mitigate, but does not
cure this problem, given the clear in-
tent of the Congress, as expressed in
the Statement of Managers, that
judges should use this authority only
in the most unusual cases.

In addition, I am concerned that the
Conference Report fails to fix an over-
sight in title II of the bill, which limits
actions against suppliers of materials
used in devices implanted in the body.
In general, title II is a laudable at-
tempt to ensure the supply of mate-
rials needed to make life-saving medi-
cal devices, such as artificial heart
valves. But as I believe even many sup-
porters of the bill agree, a supplier of
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materials who knew or should have
known that the materials, as im-
planted, would cause injury should not
receive any protection from suit. Title
II's protections must be clearly limited
to nonnegligent suppliers.

My opposition to these Senate-passed
provisions were known prior to the
Conference on the bill. But instead of
addressing these issues, the Conference
Committee took several steps back-
ward in the direction of the bill ap-
proved by the House.

First, the Conference Report seems
to expand the scope of the bill, inappro-
priately applying the limits on puni-
tive and noneconomic damages to law-
suits, where, for example, a gun dealer
has knowingly sold a gun to a con-
victed felon or a bar owner has know-
ingly served a drink to an obviously
inebriated customer. I believe that
such suits should go forward
unhindered. Some in the Congress have
argued that the change made in Con-
ference is technical in nature, so that
the bill still exempts these actions. But
I do not read the change in this way—
and in any event, I do not believe that
a victim of a drunk driver should have
to argue in court about this matter.
The Congress should not have made
this last-minute change, creating this
unfortunate ambiguity, in the scope of
the bill.

In addition, the Conference Report
makes certain changes that, though
sounding technical, may cut off a vic-
tim's ability to sue a negligent manu-
facturer. The Report deletes a provi-
sion that would have stopped the stat-
ute of limitations from running when a
bankruptcy court issues the automatic
stay that prevents suits from being
filed during bankruptcy proceedings.
The effect of this seemingly legalistic
change will be that some persons
harmed by companies that have en-
tered bankruptcy proceedings (as mak-
ers of defective products often do) will
lose any meaningful opportunity to
bring valid claims.

Similarly, the Conference Report re-
duces the statute of repose to 15 years
(and less if States to provide) and ap-
plies the statute to a wider range of
goods, including handguns. This
change, which bars a suit against a
maker of an older product even if that
product has just caused injury, also
will preclude some valid suits.

In recent weeks, I have heard from
many victims of defective products
whose efforts to recover compensation
would have been frustrated by this bill.
I have heard from a woman who would
not have received full compensatory
damages under this bill for the death of
a child because one wrongdoer could
not pay his portion of the judgment. I
have heard from women whose suits
against makers of defective contracep-
tive devices—and the punitive damages
awarded in those suits—forced the
products off the market, in a way that
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this bill’s cap on punitives would make
much harder. I have heard from per-
sons injured by products more than 15
years old, who under this bill could not
bring suit at all.

Injured people cannot be left to suffer
in this fashion; furthermore, the few
companies that cause these injuries
cannot be left, through lack of a deter-
rent, to engage in misconduct. I there-
fore must return the bill that has been
presented to me. This bill would under-
mine the ability of courts to provide
relief to victims of harmful products
and thereby endanger the health and
safety of the entire American public.
There is nothing common sense about
such reforms to product liability law.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 2, 1996.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HorN). The objections of the President
will be spread at large upon the Jour-
nal, and the message and bill will be
printed as a House document.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that further consider-
ation of the veto message on the bill,
H.R. 956, be postponed until Thursday,
May 9, 1996, and that upon further con-
sideration of the veto message on that
day, the previous question be consid-
ered as ordered on the question of pas-
sage of the bill, the objections of the
President to the contrary notwith-
standing, without intervening motion
or debate except 1 hour of debate on
the question of passage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, consideration of the veto
message on H.R. 956 will be postponed
until Thursday, May 9, 1996, and, upon
further consideration of the veto mes-
sage on that day, the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the
question of passage of the bill, the ob-
jections of the President to contrary
notwithstanding, without intervening
motion or debate, except 1 hour of de-
bate on the question of passage.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
HOUSE OVERSIGHT TO FILE RE-
PORT ON HOUSE RESOLUTION
417, PROVIDING AMOUNTS FOR
EXPENSES OF SELECT SUB-
COMMITTEE ON UNITED STATES
ROLE IN IRANIAN ARMS TRANS-
FERS TO CROATIA AND BOSNIA

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
House Oversight may have until mid-
night tonight, May 6, 1996, to file a re-
port on House Resolution 417, providing
amounts for the expenses of the Select
Subcommittee on the United States
role in Iranian arms transfers to Cro-
atia and Bosnia of the Committee on
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International Relations in the Second
Session of the 104th Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request from the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

THE PRETEND PRESIDENT

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker,
President Clinton is just pretending to
be President, He is just pretending to
propose solutions to our Nation’s prob-
lems. Let me illustrate what I mean.

Take the issue of helping the work-
ing poor. The President, by proposing
an increase in the minimum wage, has
a pretend solution to a real problem.
Raising minimum wage will cause job
loss and won't help the working poor.
Even President Clinton agrees. He said
so0 in Time magazine in 1995. If Presi-
dent Clinton thought raising the mini-
mum wage was a good idea, he should
have raised it when the Democrats had
control of the Congress during the first
2 years of his term. He didn't I can only
conclude that the President doesn’t
want to help the working poor, only
wants to pretend to help.

Another recent example of pretend-
ing is the announcement that he will
sell 12 million barrels of oil from the
strategic petroleum reserve in an effort
to reduce rising gasoline prices. Twelve
million barrels sounds like a lot of oil,
but it is less than a day’s supply for the
Nation. The sale of oil will have a neg-
ligible effect on prices. If he wanted a
real solution to a real problem, he
would support repeal of his 4.3 cents a
gallon gasoline tax of 1993. However,
President Clinton would rather make a
bold announcement and pretend to do
something about rising gas prices.

We need a President that has real so-
lutions for real problems. Not a Presi-
dent who is playing ‘“‘let’s pretend.”

MEDICARE TRUSTEES REPORT

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, the Medicare
trustees reported last year that the
part A trust fund, covering all inpa-
tient hospital care, would be bankrupt
by the year 2002, essentially confirming
the findings of the Kerrey Commission.
However, in light of new Treasury De-
partment estimates that the trust fund
ran a $4.2 billion deficit through the
first half of fiscal year 1996, experts, in-
cluding the former Chief Actuary to
HCFA, now conclude that the trust
fund could be bankrupt in the year
2000, just 4 years from now. These facts
should propel the administration to
join the congressional initiatives to
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preserve Medicare. Instead, the April 1
deadline for this year’s trustees report
has come and gone with no White
House action. It seems the White House
is employing stalling tactics and
stonewalling Medicare reform rather
than saving the program. I urge the
President to shelve the excuses,
produce the report and join with the ef-
forts currently underway in Congress
to save Medicare now. Our Nation’s
seniors and others dependent on Medi-
care cannot tolerate the same White
House failures to fix Medicare that we
have endured for the last 4 years.

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

THE THING THAT WILL NOT DIE—
REPUBLICANS' PLAN TO CUT
EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELauro] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, increas-
ingly the extreme agenda of the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]
and his leadership team reminds me of
a bad 1950's B movie plot: The thing
that would not die. They continue to
resurrect bad ideas that have rightfully
been shot down because in fact they
have hurt working families in this
country.

The latest example of a bad idea that
will not stay dead is the House Repub-
licans’ plan to cut education.

It was only about 2 weeks ago when
Speaker GINGRICH and other congres-
sional Republicans waved the white
flag and surrendered their extreme po-
sition on cutting education. They pro-
posed making the deepest cuts in the
history of public education in this Na-
tion, totaling $3.1 billion, and it took
the outrage of parents and teachers
and students at the grassroots level in
addition to the determination of the
President, of the congressional Demo-
crats, to force Republican leadership to
stop this wrongheaded attitude and at-
tack on our Nation’s future.

But let me say that parents do not
rest easy. No sooner do we think that
this bad idea is dead and buried, that
then it finds new life.

Yesterday House Majority Leader
Dick ARMEY proposed cutting edu-
cation to pay for the repeal of the gas
tax. I quote:

But the fact of the matter is, given our
ability to contain the cost of energy and give
tax relief, maybe we ought to take another
look at the amount of money we are spend-
ing on education.

Direct quote: I watched the program.

Now I support a cut in the gas tax
and would vote for such a thing. But
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who is going to get the benefit of it? Is
the consumer going to get the 4.3
cents, or is that money going to go
into the pockets of big 0il?

That is what the danger is here, and
what is going to get cut in order to pay
for that tax cut? The last thing I want
to see is a political game being played
that does not really save the consum-
ers any money in the end.

Is it not funny that when the in-
crease, when it goes up, when the stock
market goes up in its price, and the gas
prices go up at the pump, when that
goes down, when the stock market goes
down, is it not funny that the gas
prices for consumers and for families
grudgingly comes down and takes a
very, very long time for it to do it?

If we are going to cut the gas tax,
then we should have the big oil compa-
nies pay for that gas tax cut and not
education programs that serve working
families in this country.

The other thing that we ought to
consider at the same time is how come
the prices rose so quickly, how come
all the prices went up at the exact
same time with the exact amount of in-
crease? Is not that strange?

Let us take a look at and investigate
that portion of this debate.

Let me just say that instead of cut-
ting corporate pork the gentleman
from the big oil State of Texas pro-
poses cutting education for our kids to
pay for a tax cut that will have re-
sulted in a major windfall for the
wealthy oil barons in this Nation.

We all know that education holds the
key to the American dream for the
progress of working families in this
country, yet the extreme agenda of the
Republican revolution calls for dev-
astating cuts in education. Their bill
last year would have cut basic skills
training, reading, writing, arithmetic
by 17 percent.

The Republican majority tried last
year to cut safe and drug-free schools
by 57 percent, which would have denied
23 million children in this country
these common-sense protections.

The extremists would have proposed
killing President Bush's bipartisan
Goals 2000 initiative which is helping 44
million children nationwide raise the
standards of their educational perform-
ance, and in an age when tuition costs
for college are going through the roof,
the majority attempted to roll back di-
rect student loans which would have
denied 1,200 schools and 2.5 million stu-
dents the opportunity to participate in
this initiative that makes college more
affordable for working families in this
country. -

Mr. Speaker, I think the Republican
leader’s advisers must have been too
close to the gas fumes when they told
him to propose that one. Hard-working
American families struggle and scrimp
every simple day to provide edu-
cational opportunities for their kids.
They know, no one knows better than



May 6, 1996

them, that in today’s economy what
you earn depends on what you learn.

So these middle-class folks take re-
sponsibility for their families, and
maybe they do not take that vacation,
and maybe they do not buy expensive
clothes. We should honor their sac-
rifice. Let us help working families
play by the rules. Help them get their
kids a good education. Let us not give
a tax break and pork to the special in-
terests. Let us help working families
and not cut education programs.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. Goss) to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes
each day on May 7, 8, 9, and 10.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS -

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. CARDIN.

Mr. SERRANO in two instances.

Mr. POMEROY.

Ms. HARMAN.

Mrs. LINCOLN.

Mr. SKELTON.

Mr. CONYERS.

Mr. LANTOS.

Mrs. KENNELLY.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1720. An act to establish the Nicodemus
National Historic Site and the New Bedford
National Historic Landmark; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

e

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 2064. An act to grant the consent of
Congress to an amendment of the Historic
Chattahoochee Compact between the States
of Alabama and Georgia.

H.R. 2243. An act to amend the Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Management
Act of 1984, to extend for three years the
availability of moneys for the restoration of
fish and wildlife in the Trinity River, and for
other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.
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The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o'clock and 22 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, May T, 1996, at 12:30 p.m. for morn-
ing hour debates.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2800. A letter from the Chief, Forest Serv-
ice, transmitting the Service’s final rule—
Disposal of National Forest System Timber;
Modification of Timber Sale Contracts in Ex-
traordinary Conditions (Interim Final Rule)
(RIN: 0596-AB58) received May 3, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

2801. A letter from the Legislative and Reg-
ulatory Activities Division, Comptroller of
the Currency, transmitting the Comptrol-
ler's final rule—Community Reinvestment
Act Regulations (RIN: 1557-AB51) received
May 3, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)XA);
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

2802. A letter from the Assistant Chief
Counsel, Office of Thrift Supervision, trans-
mitting the Office's final rule—Community
Reinvestment Act Regulations (RIN: 1557-
AB51) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

2803. A letter from the Executive Director,
Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board,
transmitting the final report of the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Professional Liabil-
ity of the RTC, also the final report on Co-
ordinated Pursuit of Claims for the period
concluding December 31, 1995, pursuant to 12
U.S.C. 144la(w)(10XC) and 12 TU.S.C.
1441a(b)(11)(G); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

2804. A letter from the Executive Director,
Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board,
transmitting a report on the activities and
efforts of the RTC, the FDIC, and the Thrift
Depositor Protection Oversight Board for the
3-month period ending December 31, 1995,
pursuant to Public Law 101-73, section 501(a)
(103 Stat. 387); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

2805. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Office of
Policy Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department's final rule—
Medical Devices; Temporary Suspension of
Approval of a Premarket Approval Applica-
tion (RIN: 0910-AA09) received May 3, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Commerce.

2806. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Pri-
mary Drinking Water Regulations: Monitor-
ing Requirements for Public Drinking Water
Supplies: Cryptosporidium, Giardia, Viruses,
Disinfection Byproducts, Water Treatment
Plant Data and Other Information Require-
ments (FLR-5501-1) received May 2, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

2807. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Amendment to
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Standards of Performance for New Station-
ary Sources; Small Industrial-Commercial-
Institutional Steam Generating Units (FLR~
5467-8) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2808. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Adjustment of
Reid Vapor Pressure Lower Limit for Refor-
mulated Gasoline Sold in the State of Cali-
fornia (FLR~5501-3) received May 2, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

2809. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Texas; Revision to the State Im-
plementation Plan [SIP] Addressing Visible
Emissions (FLR-5468-2) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)XA); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2810. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Attainment Ex-
tensions for PM-10 Nonattainment Areas:
Idaho (FLR-5500-4) received May 2, 1996, pur-
suant to U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

2811. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Clomazone;
Pesticide Tolerance (PP 5E4521/R2230) (FLR~
5364-9) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1}A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2812. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Avermectin Bl
and Its Delta-8, 9-Isomers; Extension of
Time-Limited Tolerances (PP 4E4419R2236)
(FLR~-5366-8) received May 2, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2813. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Fenoxaprop-
Ethyl; Extension of Study Due Date and
Time-Limited Tolerances (PP SF3T14/R2214)
(FLR~5354-1) received May 2, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2814. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Lactofen; Pes-
ticide Tolerance (PP 4E4418/R2231) (FLR-
5365-1) received May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.5.C. 801(a)(1)XA), to the Committee on
Commerce.

2815. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plan; Illi-
nois (FLR-5436-1) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

2816. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Illi-
nois (FLR~5464-1) received May 2, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

2817. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Extremely Haz-
ardous Substances (FLR-5468-5) received
May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

2818. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion, Placer County Air Pollution Control
District and Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District (FLR~5456-9) received May
2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

2819. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
Ohio (FLR-5467-3) received May 2, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

2820. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Utah; Emission Statement Regu-
lation, Ozone Nonattainment Area, Designa-
tion, Definition (FLR-5468-8) received May 2,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

2821. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District (FRL-5464-2) received May
2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

2822. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency's final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion, San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollu-
tion Control District, Santa Barbara County
Air Pollution Control District, South Coast
Air Quality Management District (direct
final) (FRL-5466-1) received May 2, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

2823. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Imple-
mentation of Section 204(a) and 204(c) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Broadcast
License Renewal Procedures) received May 3,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

2824. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting notification of a
proposed manufacturing license agreement
for production of major military equipment
with Korea (Transmittal No. DTC-17-96),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

2825. A letter from the Director, Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, transmit-
ting the Bureau's final rule—Removal of Cer-
tain Restrictions on Importation of Defense
Articles and Defense Services from the Rus-
sian Federation (27 CFR part 47) received
May 3, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

2826. A letter from the Executive Director,
District of Columbia Retirement Board,
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transmitting the personal financial disclo-
sure statements of Board members, pursuant
to D.C. Code, section 1-732 and 1-734(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight.

2827. A letter from the NARA Regulatory
Policy Official, National Archives, transmit-
ting the Archives' final rule—Disposition of
Federal Records (RIN: 3095-AA65) received
May 2, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight.

2828. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting notification that it is in
the public interest to use procedures other
than full and open competition to award a
particular Department of the Interior pro-
gram, pursuant to 41 U.S.C. 253(c)(7); to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

2829. A letter from the Chief, Forest Serv-
ice, transmitting the Service's final rule—
Smith River National Recreation Area (RIN:
0596-AB39) received May 3, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A): to the Committee on
Resources.

2830. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Amendment to
Requirements for Authorized State Permit
Programs under Section 402 of the Clean
Water Act (FLR-5500-9) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-

ture.

2831. A letter from the Associate Director,
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, transmitting the Institute’s final
rule—Grant Funds—Materials Science and
Engineering Laboratory—Availability of
Funds (RIN: 0693-ZA02) received May 2, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Science.

2832. A letter from the Associate director,
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, transmitting the Institute's final
rule—Continuation of Fire Research Grants
Program—Availability of Funds (RIN: 0963
ZA06) received May 3, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A), to the Committee on
Science.

2833. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment's final rule—VA Acquisition Regula-
tions: Loan Guaranty and Vocational Reha-
bilitation and Counseling Programs (RIN:
2900-AG65) received May 3, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.8.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

2834. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment's filnal rule—Delegation of Authority
to Order Advertising for Use in Recruitment
(RIN: 2900-AH74) received May 3, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

2835. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Servicemen's and Veter-
ans' Group Life Insurance (RIN: 2900-AHS50)
received May 3, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans
Affairs.

2836, A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Revenue Ruling 96-
26—received May 3, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2837. A letter from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Environmental Security, Depart-
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ment of Defense, transmitting an interim
summary report on the DOD Environmental
Scholarships and Fellowships Programs, pur-
suant to Public Law 102-484, section 4451(j)
(106 Stat. 2737) and Public Law 103-160, sec-
tion 1333(h)(2) (107 Stat. 1800); jointly, to the
Committees on National Security and Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities.

2838. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation entitled the
“Statistical Confidentiality Act"; jointly, to
the Committees on Government Reform and
Oversight, Commerce, the Judiciary,
Science, and Economic and Educational Op-
portunities.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

(The following action occurred on May 3, 1996)

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways
and Means. H.R. 3286. A bill to help
families defray adoption costs, and to
promote the adoption of minority chil-
dren; with an amendment (Rept. 104-
542, Pt. 2). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

[Submitted May 6, 1996]

Mr. MOORHEAD: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 1861. A bill to make technical
corrections in the Satellite Home Viewer Act
of 1994 and other provisions of title 17,
United States Code; with an amendment
(Rept. 104-554). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MCCOLLUM: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 2137. A bill to amend the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994 to require the release of relevant infor-
mation to protect the public from sexually
violent offenders; with an amendment (Rept.
104-555). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MOORHEAD: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 2511. A bill to control and prevent
commercial counterfeiting, and for other
purposes (Rept. 104-566). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. MCCOLLUM: Committee on the Judici-
ary. HR. 2980. A bill to amend title 18,
United States Code, with respect to stalking;
with an amendment (Rept. 104-557). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. MOORHEAD: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 1734. A bill to reauthorize the Na-
tional Film Preservation Board, and for
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept.
104-558 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on House Over-
sight. House Resolution 417. Resolution pro-
viding amounts for the expenses of the Se-
lect Subcommittee on the United States
Role in Iranian Arms Transfers to Croatia
and Bosnia of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations in the second session of
the 104th Congress; with an amendment
(R:;a)f_. 104-559). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE
Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-

lowing action was taken by the Speak-

er: The Committees on Resources,
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Transportation and Infrastructure, and
National Security discharged from fur-
ther consideration; H.R. 3322 referred
to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

(The following action occurred on May 6, 1996)
Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:
H.R. 1734. Referral to the Committee on
House Oversight extended for a period ending
not later than June 21, 1996.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
MILLER of California, and Mr. BROWN
of California):

H.R. 3392. A bill to require a separate, un-
classified statement of the aggregate
amount of budget outlays for intelligence ac-
tivities; to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, and in addition to the
Committee on Intelligence (Permanent Se-
lect), for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. TANNER (for himself, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr. PAYNE
of Virginia):

H. Res. 425. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2915) to en-
hance support and work opportunities for
farnilies with children, reduce welfare
dependance and control welfare spending; to
the Committee on Rules.
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 931: Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 940: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land.

H.R. 1023: Mr. LaAHooD, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.

H.R. 2137: Mr. RAMSTAD.

H.R. 2167: Mr. NADLER, Mrs. VUCANO-
VICH, and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.

H.R. 2749: Mr. STUMP and Mr. MAN-
ZULLO.

H.R. 3170: Mr. LAzI0 of New York and
Mrs. ROUKEMA.

H.R. 3173: Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 3246: Mrs. KENNELLY.

H.R. 3268: Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. Sam
JOHNSON, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas,
Mr. GRAHAM, AND Mr. KNOLLENBERG.

H.R. 3310: Mr. NEUMANN and Mr.
ISTOOK.

H.J. Res. 178: Mr. ZIMMER and Mr.
BLUTE.

H. Con. Res. 160: Mr. CASTLE, Mr.
BERMAN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BEREUTER,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. THOMPSON, Mrs.
MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. WALKER, Mr.
LEeEwIs of Georgia, Mr. DIXON, Mr. SHAW,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. LINCOLN, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. DEL-
LUMS, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. MCKINNEY,
Mr. BLUTE, and Mr. STUDDS.

H. Res. 30: Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. McCINNIS, Mr. WILLIAMS, and Mr.
CHABOT.
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AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2974
OFFERED BY: MS. SLAUGHTER

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. 3. FEDERAL JURISDICTION OVER RAPE AND
SEXUAL ASSAULT CASES.

Section 2241 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

*‘(e) PUNISHMENT FOR SEXUAL PREDATORS.—
(1) Whoever, in a circumstance described in
paragraph (2) of this subsection—

“‘(A) violates this section; or

‘(B) engages in conduct that would violate
this section, if the conduct had occurred in
the special maritime and territorial jurisdic-
tion of the United States, and—

‘(1) that conduct is in interstate or foreign
commerce;

‘(1) the person engaging in that conduct
crossed a State line with intent to engage in
the conduct; or

*(1ii) the person engaging in that conduct
thereafter engages in conduct that is a viola-
tion of section 1073(1) with respect to an of-
fense that consists of the conduct so engaged
in;
shall be imprisoned for life.

*%(2) The circumstance referred to in para-
graph (1) of this subsection is that the de-
fendant has previously been convicted of an-
other State or Federal offense for conduct
which—

*“(A) is an offense under this section or sec-
tion 2242 of this title; or

“(B) would have been an offense under ei-
ther of such sections if the offense had oc-
curred in the special maritime or territorial
jurisdiction of the United States.”.
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SENATE—Monday, May 6, 1996

The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, You have promised
that ‘‘As Your days, so shall Your
strength be.” We praise You that You
know what is ahead of us this week and
will provide us with exactly what we
need in each hour and in each cir-
cumstance. We relax in the knowledge
that You will neither be surprised by
what evolves or incapable of sustaining
us in any eventualities. You will show
us the way all through this week.

Therefore, we resist the temptation
to be anxious or to worry over whether
we have what it takes. Instead, we will
receive what You have offered: hope for
our discouraging times, replenishing
energy for our tired times, and renewed
vision for our down times. We dedicate
this week to You. Protect us from the
pride that supposes we can be self-suffi-
cient, and the vanity that refuses to
submit our needs to You. Help us not
only to walk more closely with You,
but to be open to Your encouragement
through others. May we all live this
week as a never-to-be-repeated oppor-
tunity to glorify You by serving our
Nation with patriotism and loyalty. In
our Lord’s name. Amen.

T —————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator DOLE, is
recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Thank you, Mr. President.

SCHEDULE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we will
have morning business until the hour
of 3 p.m., with Senators to speak for up
to 5 minutes each. Senator DASCHLE, or
his designee, is in control of the first 90
minutes; Senator COVERDELL, or his
designee, is in control of the next 90
minutes. If there are no requests for
morning business, then we may stand
in recess during part of that period
until 3 o’clock.

At 3 o’clock, we will resume consider-
ation of H.R. 2937. We will have no roll-
call votes. There will be a cloture vote
on H.R. 2937, the White House Travel
Office legislation at 2:15 p.m. on Tues-
day. Under the provisions of rule XXII,
Senators have until 1 p.m. today to file
first-degree amendments to H.R. 2937.
Hopefully, we can complete action on
the Travel Office bill on Tuesday.

Other items possible for consider-
ation this week, if we can work them
out, are: Amtrak authorization; the
firefighters age discrimination bill; and
the balanced budget constitutional
amendment.

I hope we might be able to pass the
balanced budget constitutional amend-
ment early this week or next week. It
is supported by 80 percent of the Amer-
ican people. We addressed some of the
concerns that some of my colleagues
who voted against the amendment ex-
pressed last year about protecting So-
cial Security. We believe we will have
language that should satisfy real con-
cerns—if somebody is playing games,
we will not satisfy them—if they have
real concerns. We are also concerned
about protecting Social Security.

In our balanced budget, which we
sent to the President, which he vetoed,
we did not touch Social Security. We
believe we can overcome some of the
objections that some have if they are
real concerns. Otherwise, we will not
be able to do that.

Tomorrow is tax freedom day. That
is when people can take a break from
taxes. Starting on the 8th of May, they
start working for themselves instead of
the governments who impose taxes. It
will be a good day to pass the gas tax
repeal. It seems to me it might have a
nice ring to it.

Mr. President, 4.3 cents may not
seem like a lot per gallon, but it adds
up to about $4.8 billion a year, and it
does not go into any fund to build high-
ways. It goes into what we call deficit
reduction, which has only been done
one other time. That was on a very
temporary basis between 1990 and 1993,
when 2.5 cents went into tax reduction.
That was necessary to get an agree-
ment on the 1993 budget. Normally, gas
taxes are used for highways, bridges,
and other structures, and mass transit
to help improve travel conditions for
people to make the highways safer,
mass transit safer.

But this gas tax by President Clinton
for deficit reduction is permanent. We
think it should be repealed. We can
find ways to cut spending or some
other way to offset it if we are not
going to add to the deficit. We think
we can do that.

There is a bill at the desk, Calendar
No. 374, H.R. 2337, the taxpayer bill of
rights. Sometime before the day is out,
I will ask consent that we be able to
take up that bill and offer one amend-
ment—that would be the gas tax re-
peal—and send it back to the House. I
am certain they will pass it very quick-
ly. As I understand, there is bipartisan
support now for repealing the gas tax.

Maybe we can accomplish it on that
revenue bill.

I have also asked Senator LOTT and
Senator LOTT has reported to me he
had a good discussion on Friday with
Senator DASCHLE with reference to
scheduling the minimum wage. We be-
lieve we have made a fair proposal. We
hope it might be accepted.

Otherwise, I think the matter people
are really concerned about in America
is a balanced budget and whether we
have the will to amend or at least send
a constitutional amendment to the
States and see if three-fourths of the
States will ratify it. If that happens,
the constitutional amendment, if it is
ratified, of course, becomes part of the
Constitution. Then we will have more
discipline in the Congress when it
comes to spending taxpayers’ money
and when it comes to ordering prior-
ities.

Beyond that, anything else that
should occur, we will make an an-
nouncement on the Senate floor this
afternoon.

I yield the floor.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Under the previous order,
there will now be a period for the
transaction of morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak up to 5
minutes each, with Senator DASCHLE,
or his designee, in control of the first
90 minutes, and Senator COVERDELL, or
his designee, in control of the second 90
minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the

hair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for
about 10 to 12 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE
STORAGE IN CALIFORNIA

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
wish you a good morning. I ask you to
imagine the following situation: You
are stricken with bone cancer. Unfortu-
nately, your doctor informs you that
radiation therapy is no longer an op-
tion because it creates low-level radio-
active waste and they simply cannot
store any more.

Or another one: A loved one tests
HIV positive. Sadly, we learn that
breakthrough research using radio-
active materials to find a cure for
AIDS is being suspended. Why? Because
we cannot store any more waste.

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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Finally, imagine this: You are the
parent of a student at the University of
California. You're informed that a fire
occurred in a radioactive storage waste
building on campus and exposed your
son or daughter to radiation released
by the fire.

These are not farfetched situations,
Mr. President. In fact, radioactive
waste is piling up on college campuses,
hospitals, and businesses at some 800
sites in California alone.

This chart tries to depict the dis-
tribution of low-level radioactive waste
that is stored today in California. The
current situation shows that it is vir-
tually all over—in the bay area, the
Sacramento area, southern California,
Los Angeles, San Diego, and so forth.
There are 2,254 material licensees who
store waste at some 800 sites in popu-
lated areas, endangered by the threat
of fires, earthquakes, and floods. It is
an extraordinary expense and duplica-
tion of effort.

Over 2,000 colleges, hospitals, and
businesses in California alone are li-
censed to use radioactive materials. I
have a list of them. There are radio-
active materials or waste in San Fran-
cisco, as a matter of fact, at the Golden
Gate Park in San Francisco; in China-
town, at 845 Jackson Street, to be spe-
cific; the University of San Francisco
at 2130 Fulton Street; in Santa Monica
at 2200 Santa Monica Boulevard; in
Beverly Hills at 9400 Brighton Way.

These are just a few of the research
centers, the hospitals, the biotechnical
firms, and the cancer treatment cen-
ters that use radioactive materials.
These materials are needed and used to
improve and prolong our lives.

But we endanger our opportunity to
enjoy these benefits when we do not
allow the State of California to carry
out the radioactive trash for proper
disposal. That is exactly what is hap-
pening today because our Interior Sec-
retary, Bruce Babbitt, will not allow
the State of California to dispose of its
low-level waste at Ward Valley, which
is the site California has licensed for
this waste.

Mr. President, let me show you the
second chart. This is California with-
out those 800-plus sites, with 1 site des-
ignated as a repository for low-level
waste, 1 site in a remote area away
from the populated areas, away from
the area of southern California, away
from the bay area. This was a site se-
lected after a T-year process of sci-
entific study and public input. It is a
site secure from fires, earthquakes, and
floods. It is carefully monitored and
regulated, meeting all Federal and
State health and safety protection
standards.

Is it not better, Mr. President, to just
have 1 site for low-level radioactivity
instead of over 800 sites? Certainly it
is. Soon we could reach a point where
advanced medical treatment for can-
cers and other medical research will be
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curtailed or even halted due to a fail-
ure to deal with the waste problem.

Is this a sane situation? Certainly
not. Unfortunately, many of the tem-
porary sites used for storage of radio-
active waste across California are vul-
nerable to exposure such as fires,
earthquakes, or floods, which could
cause an accidental release of radio-
activity in urban or suburban neigh-
borhoods. Doctors are worried that the
storage problem will impact, if you
will, future cancer treatment. Re-
searchers are worried that it will im-
pact medical research. Educators are
wondering how they will explain to the
parents of students that their children
live on campus that stores low-level ra-
dioactive waste.

Clearly, Mr. President, California has
an environmental problem. But to Cali-
fornia’s credit, California has acted in
good faith to address this problem.

Mr. President, as chairman of the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Commit-
tee, which has the oversight for this
matter of both low-level and high-level
radioactive waste, I commend the Gov-
ernor and the State of California for
the manner in which they have at-
tempted to live under the Federal law
which has given the States the author-
ity to address low-level waste.

Acting in accordance with the Low
Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act
and all applicable environmental laws
and regulations, California has found a
solution. California wants this radio-
active waste, used, again, by more than
2,200 licensees in California, they want
it to be removed from those 800 subur-
ban and urban locations to a safe, li-
censed monitoring location at Ward
Valley in the Mojave Desert, which I
have shown on the chart here.

Let us go back and look at a little of
the history. After an 8-year effort
under the NRC guidelines, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission guidelines,
and the expenditure of over $45 million,
the California Department of Health
Services issued a license for a low-level
waste site at Ward Valley. The Califor-
nia Department of Health had the au-
thority to issue the license. The Fed-
eral Government gave them the au-
thority. They issued it.

But even with that license in hand,
the operator of the site has been unable
to begin construction and operation be-
cause radical antinuclear activists
have launched a crusade to stop Ward
Valley. Those activists have used every
conceivable method. They have sued.
They have demonstrated. They have
occupied the site. They have made out-
rageous and scientifically indefensible
claims.

But these groups are wrong. They
have been proven wrong. All of their
radical lawsuits challenging the li-
censes have been heard, and they have
been dismissed. Their legal challenges
have been exhausted.

Two environmental impact state-
ments have shown their radical claims
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about Ward Valley's environmental im-
pacts to be absolutely inaccurate, just
plain wrong. The two biological opin-
ions from the Endangered Species Act
have shown their radical claims about
Ward Valley's impact on the desert tor-
toise are simply wrong. They have
reached out under every conceivable
avenue in an attempt to find an excuse
to stop going ahead with Ward Valley.

In a special scientific report which
was prepared for Secretary of the Inte-
rior Babbitt, the National Academy of
Sciences concluded, on the issue of
ground water contamination which was
certainly a legitimate consideration,
that there is a highly unlikely prospect
of any potential threat of ground water
contamination in this area with so lit-
tle rainfall out in the Mojave Desert.

They further stated that there is no
health threat posed to Colorado River
drinking water as some of the radical
opponents continue to erroneously
claim. They claim that somehow this is
going to seep down into the ground
water and get into the Colorado River.
They will reach out and conclude al-
most anything, Mr. President.

As the chairman of the National
Academy’s committee recently wrote:

. . . none of the data reviewed by the Com-
mittee support further delay or opposition to
construction of this facility, provided the
oversight and monitoring recommendations
of the Committee are in place.

On the merits, the radical anti-
nuclear activists have been slam-
dunked. But merits are not enough in
this process, Mr. President, as we both
know. As the Senator from Wyoming
and myself, the Senator from Alaska,
have seen time and time again, you can
win on the merits and you can lose on
the emotional arguments.

But on this issue, the activists have
lost every battle. They have been prov-
en wrong again and again and again.

But the BLM land for the Ward Val-
ley site has not been transferred to the
State of California. This is BLM, Bu-
reau of Land Management, land in
California. It has not been transferred.
Why? The waste still sits in the neigh-
borhoods, still sits in the schools, still
sits in the hospitals.

Why has it not been done? It has not
heen done because the antinuclear ac-
tivists have convinced the Interior De-
partment to stand in the way of the
transfer. At each opportunity they
present a new twist, a new obstacle.
The latest twist involves the discovery
of elevated levels of tritium gas at an
old low-level waste site in Beatty, NV.
Opponents of Ward Valley claim that
this somehow proves that the same
thing will happen at Ward Valley. The
Interior Department is now using this
as an excuse for further delay at Ward
Valley.

It is interesting to note what Sec-
retary Babbitt's own Director of the
U.S. Geological Survey, in a memoran-
dum dated February 14, had to say
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about the supposed links between the
Beatty site and Ward Valley:

. .. the observed tritium distribution at
Beatty is probably the result of the burial of
liquid wastes and the fact that some disposal
trenches at Beatty were left open for years
until filled, allowing accumulation and infil-
tration of precipitation. . . . The [Ward Val-
ley] license does not permit disposal of ra-
dicactive waste in ligquid form and requires
that only the minimum amount of open
trench necessary for the safe and efficient
operation shall be excavated at any one
time. Because of the differences in waste
burial practices at the Beatty site compared
to those intended for the Ward Valley site
. .. extrapolations of the results from
Beatty to Ward Valley are too trenuous to
have much scientific value.

The day after receiving this memo,
the Deputy Secretary of the Interior
called for further tests, further delays,
even though the scientific advice he re-
ceived was to the contrary.

Now, what you have here is a rather
interesting situation. You have the
State of California, who has gone
through a process of expending over $40
million on the evaluation, the applica-
tion, and the licensing. Who has a
greater responsibility to the health and
welfare of the people of California than
the Governor and the California De-
partment of Health that have approved
this site? They are certainly competent
in determining whether or not the rec-
ommendations by the scientific com-
munity are carried out, all Federal and
State laws are mandated in compliance
with regulations. The Secretary some-
how seems to dismiss this.

Why would the Interior Department
want to take this attitude? Some sug-
gest they made a political calculation
that Ward Valley can yet be another
environment issue that can be shaped
to make perhaps Congress look bad
with respect to protecting the environ-
ment.

I am here to say that their political
calculation is wrong, Mr. President. On
the issue of Ward Valley, the radical
and antinuclear activists and their
friends in the administration have sim-
ply gone too far. I think they have
crossed the line, because they are jeop-
ardizing the environment, because they
are jeopardizing human health and
safety, because they evidently would
rather keep radioactive waste near the
schools and the neighborhoods than at
a licensed site in the remote desert, a
remote area where people are far away,
where children do not play and people
do not work.

Put simply, they have gone too far
because their radicalism has reached
the point where it will start harming
the safety of the people. They think
they can get away with that, because
they believe Ward Valley can be spun
as an issue where the so-called environ-
mentalists are keeping Congress from
thrashing the environment. Sooner or
later, even in this town, even with the
media perception being what it is with
respect to radioactivity, I have to be-
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lieve that the plain and simple truth
will eventually defeat this misinforma-
tion.

The plain and simple truth is this,
Mr. President: We have an obligation
to protect the environment. We want
to protect the environment. If you
want to maintain important medical
research, advance treatment, and so
forth, if you want to get stored radio-
activity waste out of schools, hos-
pitals, and neighborhoods to a site that
the National Academy of Sciences and
the State of California says is best,
opening Ward Valley is the right thing
to do.

Just do not take my word for it, Mr.
President. Take the word of the Na-
tional Association of Cancer Patients;
the Association of American Medical
Colleges; the American College of Nu-
clear Physicians; the California Medi-
cal Association; the American Medical
Association; the Southwestern Low-
Level Radioactivity Waste Commis-
sion, representing California, Arizona,
North Dakota, and South Dakota; the
Southeast Compact Commission, rep-
resenting Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Mississippi, North Carolina, Tennessee,
Virginia; the Midwest Interstate Low-
Level radioactivity Waste Commission,
representing Indiana, Iowa, Minnesota,
Missouri, Iowa, Wisconsin; the North-
west Interstate Low-Level Radioactiv-
ity Commission, representing Alaska,
Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming; the State
of California Department of Health;
University of California at Los Ange-
les, UCLA; University of Southern
California; Stanford University—and
more, Mr. President, too numerous to
name, who all support Ward Valley.

Mr. President, this should not be a
partisan issue. We have not sought to
make it a partisan issue. Senate bill
1596, a bill to transfer the land to the
Ward Valley site, was introduced by
both a Democrat and Republican. It
was voted out of committee by biparti-
san voice vote.

Let me warn those who attempt to
make this a partisan issue. If you op-
pose the bill for partisan political pur-
poses, you are on the wrong side of
science. You will be on the wrong side
of the environment. You will be on the
wrong side of human health and safety.
You will endanger the viability of the
Low-Level Radioactivity Waste Policy
Act. The result of that might mean
that the next low-level waste will be in
your State. I invite any and all my col-
leagues to join me in cosponsoring Sen-
ate bill 1596.

Mr. President, the point I want to
make here—and I think it is very im-
portant—this is an issue that is in the
interest not just of the State of Cali-
fornia but of the entire Nation. It is
going to set the threshold for just what
we do with low-level waste, whether we
continue, like the ostrich, to bury our
head in the sand and simply ignore it.
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We have seen, in this chart, in the
State of California we have over 800
sites. If those critics propose no other
alternative, or whether we have one
site that is approved by the State, sup-
ported by the Governor, addressed by
the National Academy of Science, then
we can proceed with this. That will set,
if you will, policy in other States
where we have the same set of cir-
cumstances, perhaps not as acute in
California. I suggest New York and
other areas where we have a concentra-
tion of population and advanced medi-
cal and technical experiments going
on. It is not a partisan issue.

It is an environmental issue. It is a
responsible environmental issue. And
this administration and this Secretary
of the Interior by not coming up with
an alternative that is better than that
proposed by the State of California
after the Federal Government has
given the States the authority to pro-
ceed with disposing the low-level waste
is acting irresponsibly.

What has happened here? I do not
criticize President Clinton. But I criti-
cize the bad advice that he has been
given by Secretary Babbitt because the
White House, in following the advice of
the Secretary of the Interior, has made
this a partisan political issue, and they
should not have done so. The issue is
science. Science is on our side. The
public health and the safety arguments
are on our side.

Ward Valley is the legitimate site. If
we are going to give the States the re-
sponsibility, as we have done, and then
turn around and not let them exercise
that responsibility, then the enemy, as
is often the case, is us.

We have an opportunity to do some-
thing about it, Mr. President. Senate
bill 1596 is just that. It would legislate
because the Secretary of the Interior
refuses to proceed the land exchange
mandating that the Federal Govern-
ment make this site available to the
State of California.

Mr. President, I could not be more
outspoken in my frustration, and join-
ing with the State of California in a
matter in which this issue—which af-
fects the health and the welfare, and
sets the precedent for the manner in
which we are going to address the even-
tual disposition of low-level nuclear
waste—is to be addressed.

How can we, Mr. President, think we
will resolve the issue of managing the
high-level radioactive waste that has
been generated around this country by
our national defense facilities as well
as our nuclear powerplants if we can-
not even agree on what to do with low-
level waste? That is the situation we
are facing today.

We have a proposal before this body
to designate the Nevada test site as the
site for a temporary high-level nuclear
waste storage facility. What is this all
about, Mr. President?

What we have done over the last 15
years or so is expend over $5 billion to
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investigate the suitability of Yucca
Mountain, NV, as a site for a perma-
nent geologic repository for high-level
nuclear waste. Yucca Mountain is adja-
cent to the Nevada test site, which, for
the last 50 years or so, has been used
for a series of above and below ground
tests of atomic bombs. The Nevada test
site is an area of Nevada that is still
off limits to the public because of the
activities that have taken place there.
I have been there. I have been in the
tunnel that is being dug into Yucca
Mountain to evaluate the permanent
repository site. Currently the test tun-
nel is nearly 3 miles long. However, the
prospect of the geologic repository
being the answer to our immediate
high-level waste storage problem is
fraught with the same bureaucratic in-
efficiencies associated with the Ward
Valley low-level waste facility that I
just discussed.

The crux of the current situation is
that we have waste stored throughout
the Nation adjacent to our nuclear
powerplants. About 20 percent of our
country’s power generation comes from
nuclear powerplants. This waste is
stored at the plant sites. On-site stor-
age is licensed by the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission. But the fact is that
the Federal Government made a con-
tractual commitment to take that
waste away from the reactor sites by
the year 1998. Under those contracts,
the Federal Government has collected
about $11 billion from America’s rate-
payers to pay for a government facility
to store the nuclear fuel. Under the ex-
isting program, we are not going to be
able to meet the Government's com-
mitment to take waste in 1998 or any-
time in the near future. Already, there
are lawsuits that have been filed
against the Federal Government for
nonperformance.

So here we sit, with a program that
is continuing to pursue a permanent
geologic repository with no other alter-
natives in sight. We will spend perhaps
another $4 to 35 billion before the De-
partment of Energy will make a deci-
sion as to whether or not it should
apply for a license for Yucca Mountain
for use as a permanent repository.
Then we have to actually get it li-
censed. Although the odds on the site
being found suitable by the Depart-
ment of Energy have been set at 80 per-
cent, the odds on actually getting a li-
cense from the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission have been set at 50-50.
This gives you some idea of the gamble
we are taking with the ratepayer's
money.

So what many of us have proposed is
that the Nevada test site be used for an
interim storage site for spent nuclear
fuel until there is a determination of
whether or not Yucca Mountain can be
licensed for permanent storage.

There are some interesting things
going on in the area of nuclear waste
disposal. Japan, France, and England
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operate under an entirely different the-
ory. Legitimate concerns over nuclear
weapons proliferation arise because nu-
clear reactors generate small amounts
of plutonium mixed into their spent
nuclear fuel. It is a policy in the
United States that we take this high-
level waste and bury it. In France and
Japan the practice is to recover it, and
through a MO, fuel process, put it back
into the nuclear reactors, burn it, and
thereby reduce the proliferation risk.
Each country’s ultimate disposition of
its high-level waste is an interesting
comparison, to say the least. The
French and the Japanese, of course,
have the theory of burning plutonium
by injecting it into the reactor with de-
pleted uranium. This disposes of the
proliferation threat because the high-
level waste that result does not con-
tain plutonium. You have a residue
that is a glass-like substance. The
point is that this kind of material can-
not be reprocessed and an explosive de-
vice made out of it.

So while it is a rather complex con-
cept, Mr. President, the theory is that
you can either choose to bury your
high-level waste permanently in the
belief that you can build a site that
can be proven to withstand earth-
quakes, that will withstand flooding, if
it ever should occur, or some other nat-
ural event that might interfere with
the storage site, or whether you use an
advanced technical process and burn
the plutonium and, therefore, elimi-
nate the threat of proliferation.

Although other countries have cho-
sen this different approach, I would
like to point out that, in S. 1271, we are
proposing that a temporary storage
site be built in Nevada, and that the
plan to build a permanent repository
facility continue. Why Nevada, Mr.
President? As I have said, the site
would be in that portion of Nevada
that has been used for tests of atomic
bombs over the last 50 years. It is a site
that obviously carries a great deal of
experience with radioactive materials
and seems to meet—at least as far as
we can tell after 5 billion dollars’
worth of research—the test as a viable
site for a permanent repository. Having
one interim storage facility would re-
move this material from the areas
where it is currently stored near the
nuclear power stations in some 41
States. We have over 80 storage areas
in those 41 States. Illinois, for example,
has several in their State. Centralizing
all of that spent fuel in one location is
really what we are talking about in
designating the Nevada test site as a
temporary storage site.

My good friends from Nevada are op-
posed to this. Why are they opposed to
this? Well, unfortunately, we only have
50 States, Mr. President. You have to
put nuclear waste somewhere. Where is
the best place to put it? Well, in my
mind, it seems to me that Nevada is
the best place because the Nevada test
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site, used for nuclear materials testing
for so long, is remote and is because of
its use in the past, must be secured by
the Government for the foreseeable fu-
ture.

So why not use this site as a tem-
porary repository until we can deter-
mine where our permanent repository
will be? If the permanent repository
site at Yucca Mountain is found to be
suitable and the Department of Energy
decides to go forward to try to get a li-
cense, we will need an interim storage
facility at that site. Even after a suit-
ability decision is made, we are going
to have to spend another $4.5 or $5 bil-
lion to determine whether that site
meets our licensing requirements for a
permanent repository. That decision
will be years down the line.

There is another activity going on
here that I want to point out to my
colleagues. Some groups see this as a
way to terminate, if you will, the oper-
ations of many of our nuclear power
generating reactors around the country
because the spent fuel storage at those
sites is almost filled to capacity. The
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 1li-
censes them to a specific capacity, and
when they are filled, why, obviously,
they cannot add more spent fuel with-
out violating their license. Building
additional on-site storage requires
State approval. Because the Federal
Government is not able to fulfill its
promise to take the fuel away, getting
that approval usually becomes a very
contentious process.

Of course, the utilities’ plans to store
spent nuclear fuel on-site were depend-
ent on the Federal Government meet-
ing its commitment to take that high-
level nuclear waste from the power
generators at those sites by the year
1998. However, we do not have the abil-
ity to meet that commitment; we do
not have a permanent site licensed or
built. So temporary storage is an in-
terim alternative that makes a lot of
sense.

My colleagues from Nevada have sug-
gested that interim storage is an im-
practical alternative because you are
moving spent nuclear fuel from areas
around the country where it is cur-
rently stored to one site in the State of
Nevada. They have suggested that if it
is decided that the permanent storage
site will be somewhere else, you will
have to move it again.

That is a bit presumptuous, because
the site at Yucca Mountain is the best
site that we have been able to come up
with so far in all the 50 States. There is
every reason to believe that ultimately
Yucca Mountain will be determined the
permanent site. In any case, we must
move the spent nuclear fuel out of the
other 80 sites where it is stored now
and put it in one concentrated area
until such time as a final decision is
made about a permanent site. The Ne-
vada test site is the best site. It will go
across the country in casks that are
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engineered in such a way as to with-
stand any imaginable accident, includ-
ing railroad derailments. These are
very highly engineered containers. A
great deal of expertise has gone into
their design. So the exposure to the
public from the standpoint of transpor-
tation is virtually nil. The risk can be
almost eliminated. We can, therefore,
safely take this waste that is in the 41
affected States, move it to Nevada, and
temporarily store it until we have a
permanent repository. That is what the
legislation is all about.

As time goes on, I will urge the lead-
ership to take up the legislation des-
ignating the Nevada test site as the
site for a temporary storage facility,
and I will proceed with extensive floor
statements describing the sites around
the United States where we have nu-
clear powerplants, the concentration of
nuclear waste that is stored, and the
merits of why the Nevada test site is
the most logical and practical site and
why we should do it now.

As I indicated earlier with my discus-
sion of the Ward Valley low-level waste
situation, this is yet another serious
environmental issue where we are
being urged by some to put our head in
the sand rather than address a critical
problem. This waste already exists.
Further, we need the 20-percent elec-
tricity that is generated by the nuclear
power industry. If we are to shut down
those reactors, what are we going to
replace it with? Are we going to re-
place it with coal or 0il? That energy
must come from some other source.

We need the nuclear power generat-
ing industry and its contribution to
the electric supply of the United
States. We cannot do without it. But
whether or not we continue to have nu-
clear power, the question is how we can
responsibly relieve the existing spent
nuclear fuel that has accumulated over
an extended period of time. How can we
meet the Federal Government’s obliga-
tion? The Federal Government has
been paid $11 billion by ratepayers to
take this waste by 1998, and we will not
able to do it under the existing pro-

gram.

The only responsible alternative is to
proceed and designate the Nevada test
site as a temporary repository site
until such time as a permanent reposi-
tory can be licensed. So it is my hope
we can schedule this legislation in the
not too distant future and proceed with
legislation that presents a responsible
alternative to the current irresponsible
policy of simply avoiding a decision on
this critical issue.

Mr. President, I have editorials from
newspapers including the Oregon
Statesman Journal, the Washington
Post, the Denver Post, the St. Joseph,
MO Herald Palladium, and the Harris-
burg, PA Patriot-News, as well as
many others, in support of naming
Yucca Mountain a temporary reposi-
tory for nuclear waste. I ask unani-
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mous consent that a sample of these
editorials be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

[From the Patriot-News, Jan. 26, 1996)
HIGH-LEVEL RISK: FEDERAL FOOT-DRAGGING

LEAVES N-PLANTS NO OPTION BUT ToO

STORE WASTE ON-SITE

Two of the three nuclear power stations
along the Susquehanna River may soon
begin storing highly radioactive spent fuel in
steel-and-concrete casks in on-site facilities
specially bulilt for the purpose.

This nuclear material, one of the most
dangerous substances known to science, was
never intended to be stored on a long-term
basis at nuclear power plants. Under a law
passed in 1982 by Congress, the Federal Gov-
ernment was assigned responsibility to take
permanent custody of spent fuel from com-
mercial nuclear reactors.

A long-term storage facility for the waste
was to be opened by 1988, by the Energy De-
partment, still conducting studies of the pro-
posed Yucca Mountain site in Nevada, says it
doesn’t expect the facility to be ready until
at least 2010.

This high-level radicactive waste is so le-
thal that it must be stored in a manner that
will shield it from the environment for thou-
sands of years, a period longer than man-
kind's recorded history. Not surprisingly, no
state wants to serve as permanent host for
the waste, but the end result of the failure of
the government to move decisively to build
a storage facility is that nuclear power sta-
tions around the country are fulfilling that
role by default.

Under ordinary circumstances, spent fuel
is removed from the reactor and held in
nearby pools of water for several months to
cool and to allow some of the radiation to
dissipate. Utilities have gone to great
lengths to devise ways to increase the capac-
ity of the cooling ponds, but a growing num-
ber have run out of options and are moving
to construct new facilities in which the
waste is stored in dry steel-and-concrete can-
isters.

Pennsylvania Power & Light Co. plans to
begin construction this year of a $10 million
on-site spent-fuel storage facility at its Sus-
quehanna nuclear power station at Berwick.
PECO Energy Co. is contemplating a similar
move at its Peach Bottom nuclear power fa-
cility in York County.

Three Mile Island is expected to have suffi-
cient storage capacity to last through the
expected life of that nuclear plant, according
to owner GPU Nuclear Corp.

A lawsuit, in which GPU, other utilities
and the state Public Utility Commission are
participants, is seeking to force the federal
government to speed up the process of estab-
lishing a high-level radioactive waste reposi-
tory. A federal appeals court in Washington
recently heard arguments in the case.

Meanwhile, there is legislation in Congress
to establish an interim storage site near
Yucca Mountain until a permanent facility
is completed. In our view, this offers the
most sensible answer to the nuclear-storage
dilemma.

The country is courting catastrophe by
permitting this highly dangerous waste to be
stored in dozens of areas of the country, usu-
ally along waterways, and unnecessarily cre-
ating more radioactive-conaminated facili-
ties, as well as expense for ratepayers.

Congress needs to end its dithering on this
serious issue and move to bring this waste
under federal control in a single facility
until a permanent one can be built.
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[From the Statesman Journal, Feb. 11, 1996]
CONGRESS STALLS ON NUCLEAR WASTE

Congress seems to be stalled on a bill to
find a home for tons of waste from the na-
tion’s nuclear power plants.

Measures to establish a temporary nuclear
repository at Yucca Mountain in Nevada
have had strong support in both chambers,
but nothing has happened. House Resolution
1020 needs to be enacted promptly.

It will rectify two financial problems. It
will give residential and business customers
of power generated by nuclear power plants
something for their money. Oregonians and
others have paid nearly $12 billlon into a
fund to build a repository for nuclear waste.
The money has done nothing but help the
government make the budget deficit look a
little smaller.

And it will save utilities from having to
build temporary storage facilities at their
nuclear power plants to hold spent fuel rods
that by now should have found a permanent
national repository. At the now-closed Tro-
jan plant, the rods are kept in pools of water.
But dry storage will have to be built—at
ratepayers’ expense—if the Yucca Mountain
site is not approved. Other nuclear power
plants are running out of storage space.
They either will shut down or, more likely,
build expensive temporary storage.

The measure also will move the nation to-
ward a permanent repository in Yucca Moun-
tain. The temporary site will hold nuclear
wastes until the final scientific studies of
Yucca are completed.

Although the measures have strong sup-
port, controversy remains. Some in Nevada
and elsewhere are not convinced the Yucca
Mountain site is safe for centuries-long stor-
age of radioactive wastes. Reputable sci-
entific studies discount the risk.

Other people worry about transporting nu-
clear fuel rods to Nevada from throughout
the country. This, too, is a needless worry.
The casks that would hold the wastes were
engineered—and tested—to withstand a
head-on train crash and the hottest fires.

This country must take the decisive step
and finally provide—after 13 years of politi-
cal indecision—a safe place for its nuclear
wastes.

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 12, 1996]
THE ONE BEST PLACE FOR NUCLEAR WASTE
(By Luther Carter)

Despite continuing controversy and hand-
wringing analysis, the nuclear waste prob-
lem has for early two decades grown as a po-
litical issue while seeming every more con-
fused and opaque. Curt Suplee’s recent arti-
cle in The Post [Dec. 31] ably described the
quagmire in which the waste issue is stuck.

But political consensus won't come on this
issue until we begin looking at the waste
problem as actually one of the more manage-
able aspects of a far larger question. With
the Cold War and nuclear arms race of a bi-
polar world now behind us, we can address
what to do about the entire atomic legacy
we began creating more than a half-century

This awesome issue raises two questions:
What to do about nuclear weapons, and what
to do about nuclear power?

It’s time now for a national and global de-
bate about the weapons and the elaborate in-
dustrial complexes established to produce
them. The nuclear forces and production es-
tablishments of the nuclear weapons states
were created through great human ingenuity
and national sacrifice. So whether over the
next generation we might summon the will
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and ingenuity to abolish all (or nearly all—
these weapons and complexes is not a possi-
bility to be ignored and decided by inaction
or default.

It's time, too, for a debate about whether
we wish to rid ourselves of civil nuclear
power or, if we think it might be needed, to
give this politically besieged enterprise a
fair chance to rise or fall on its merits.

But however these larger questions ulti-
mately might be decided, there will be no es-
caping the need for a solution to the nuclear
waste problem, and this almost inescapably
means establishing a national storage center
at the Nevada Test Site (NTS).

Coming to this conclusion does not require
sophisticated research and analysis. The
country needs such a storage center for four
surprisingly diverse reasons:

Relief for the electric utilities. The center
would relieve the utilities’ growing fear that
the federal government will be unable to
honor its obligation, effective three years
hence, to begin accepting the spent fuel now
accumulating at more than 100 power reac-
tors in 34 states. This grievance is particu-
larly rancorous in light of the billions in fed-
eral nuclear waste funds already collected by
utility companies from their rate-payers.

Reactor decommissioning. The center
would support the safe decommissioning of
nuclear reactors that utilities shut down ei-
ther for financial or safety reasons or in re-
sponse to public mandate. Without such a
national center, spent fuel must remain in-
definitely in storage pools and dry vaults at
reactor sites.

Cleaning up the nuclear weapons produc-
tion complex. The center would offer a time-
ly and needed place to send high-level waste
and spent naval reactor fuel from Savannah
River and the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory, and ultimately the high-level
waste from the Hanford reservation in Wash-
ington state.

Strengthening the nuclear nonprolifera-
tion regime. The center, if placed under
International Atomic Energy Agency inspec-
tion, could become a model of close account-
ability for large amounts of weapons-usable
plutonium.

Most of this plutonium would come to the
NTS in commercial spent fuel from routine
reactor operations. But some of it would be
plutonium recovered from weapons produc-
tion sites and dismantled warheads, and (for
security reasons) made highly radioactive ei-
ther by mixing with high-level waste or
burning in specially designated reactors. Se-
cure but retrievable storage of plutonium
could continue indefinitely at the center,
given the chance that this fissionable mate-
rial might eventually be recovered for its en-
ergy value.

There simply is no place other than the
Nevada Test site to store all these various
radioactive and proliferation-sensitive nu-
clear materials. The NTS is uniquely fitted
for this role by its remoteness, its tradition
of tight security from four decades of nu-
clear weapons testing, and its very real
({though much disputed) potential for safe
storage and disposal—a potential based on
the exceptionally dry climate, great depth to
the water table and location inside a closed
desert basin that drains to Death Valley.
The ongoing investigation of Yucca Moun-
tain for a geologic repository shows promise
but is now hampered by severe budget cuts.

The state of Nevada is, for its part, op-
posed to any national waste repository or
storage center coming to the NTS. But that
state alone could not prevent broad accept-
ance of a national waste policy that rests on
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long-term interim and possibly permanent
storage at the test site.

Nevada's main hope at the moment may lie
with the Clinton White House, where the
president’s senior advisers have favored a
veto of any legislation calling for interim
storage of spent fuel at a specific site. They
would have the site determined by ‘“‘sci-
entific analyses.”” But the reality is that
while technically, just about any site is ac-
ceptable for interim surface storage, politl-
cally the affected state, whatever it is, will
be opposed.

Antinuclear activists and many environ-
mental groups back Nevada’s contention
that spent fuel can safely remain on site at
the reactors for up to a century. But this
view obscures larger environmental concerns
and the need now, without more years of
delay, to start facing up to the dangerous
legacy from a half-century of use and misuse
of the atom.

[From the Herald-Palladium, Nov. 28, 1995]
GETTING CLOSER TO NUKE WASTE SOLUTION

The lethal nuclear waste sitting in South-
west Michigan and dozens of other sites
across the United States may be headed to a
new—and safer—home.

A bill sponsored by U.S. Rep. Fred Upton,
R~-St. Joseph, would open up a temporary
storage site in the Nevada desert and would
push the opening of a permanent site deep
beneath the desert surface.

We're glad to see that his bill, approved
earlier this year by committee, is headed for
a House vote. We urge its passage. A similar
bill is expected to come up for a Senate vote
next year.

The question of what to do with high-level
nuclear waste has been looming ever since
the first nuclear power plant opened in this
country three decades ago. From the begin-
ning, the federal government committed
itself to the eventual disposal of the waste.
It recognized the danger in having high-level
nuclear waste disposal sites scattered in var-
ious places across the country near popu-
lated areas.

In 1982, Congress tried to light a fire under
the feet of the Department of Energy by
passing a bill requiring the government to
have a waste site ready by 1998. There's no
chance now of meeting that deadline. The
earliest a waste site will be ready is 2010, and
even that won't happen at the current pace
of development.

That's why Upton’s bill is so important. It
not only pushes DOE into selecting a waste
site—probably at Yucca Mountain, Nevada—
but also allows the government to store the
waste temporarily above ground in an un-
populated desert location.

The chief opponents of Upton's bill—be-
sides Nevada residents who don't want the
waste site in their back yard, even though
the remote desert isn't really anybody's
yard—are people who are opposed to nuclear
power in general. They know that settling
the waste issue will open the door for the
construction of more nuclear power plants
and allow those that are running out of stor-
age room to keep operating.

But closing down the nation’s nuclear
power plants not only would have a devastat-
ing effect on the energy production—and
therefore, the economy—but would do noth-
ing to solve the problem of nuclear waste
disposal.

Upton's bill moves the process forward,
and we hope Congress approves it.
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[From the Denver Post, May 1, 1996]
POLITICS, NOT SCIENCE, DELAYS YUCCA
MOUNTAIN
(By Linda Seebach)

The question of what to do with America’'s
spent nuclear fuel and other detritus from
the atomic era is more political than sci-
entific. Progress toward the permanent stor-
age facility proposed for Yucca Mountain,
Nev., is slowed by endless debate about all
the things that could possibly go wrong cen-
turies from now.

I was inside Yucca Mountain last week.
The Valley Study Group, an organization of
people in and around Livermore, Calif., who
are interested in the activities of Lawrence
Livermore and Sandia national laboratories,
organized a tour to the site, which is on the
western edge of the Nevada Test Site about
80 miles northwest of Las Vegas.

As part of the years-long process to deter-
mine whether the site is suitable for keeping
nuclear waste isolated from the environment
for millennia, the project is boring a 5-mile
tunnel in a loop inside the mountain.
They're about 3 miles along now, and our
group put on hard hats and safety belts and
hiked along in for a few hundred meters to
see how the tunnel is constructed and where
the scientific studies are done. Project sci-
entists sample the rock, air and water be-
cause the crucial fact that determines how
long the storage is safe is whether water per-
colating through the rock will eventually
corrode the canisters containing the wastes,
and then (even more eventually) carry radio-
nuclides through the rock to ground water.

Yucca Mountain was chosen as a potential
site because there isn't much water any-
where near it, and in particular because the
groundwater level is hundreds of meters
below where the waste canisters would be
placed.

Seeing the site and the tunnel doesn't
imply anything about the quality of the
science, but I already knew about that, hav-
ing been reading about this project for years.
Being there did impress me simultaneously
with the huge sale of the project in human
terms, and its insignificance in the vast and
desolate landscape around Yucca Mountain.

Even the desert tortoise, a threatened spe-
cies that is treated with respectful deference
by tortoise-trained personnel, is at much
greater risk from ravens who think soft-shell
tortoise is a treat than from anything hu-
mans are doing around the project site.

The safety expectations for Yucca Moun-
tain, or any other potential site if that one
turns out to be unsatisfactory, are unreason-
able, not so much because they can't be met
but because they are more stringent than
those applied to the alternatives. At present,
spent fuel is stored in cooling ponds near the
plants that used it. There's no evidence it's
unsafe there now, but for the next 10,000
years? That's longer than humanity's writ-
ten history.

Non-nuclear alternatives aren't clearly
better. Extracting and burning coal and oil
is not environmentally benign, though the
effects can be mitigated, but we can't plan
on doing it for millennia. There's not that
much to burn.

Freezing in the dark is not healthy for
children and other living things, either.

It's true that radioactive material takes a
long time to decay, but the consequences of
deforesting a continent are pretty perma-
nent, too. It makes sense to store spent nu-
clear fuel in the safest place available, rath-
er than leaving it where it is, but trying to
plan for thousands of years in the future is
wasted energy.
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A civilization that maintains our current
modest level of technology should have no
more difficulty coping with the consequences
of using nuclear energy than it does with any
other kind. And without that much tech-
nology, the human species will have far more
serious things to worry about than what its
forebears buried deep under a mountain in
Nevada.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.
I thank you for the time allotted to me
and wish you a good day.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRASSLEY). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 12 min-
utes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE VOID IN MORAL
LEADERSHIP—PART VII

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
weekend before last, I had the privilege
of responding to the President’s Satur-
day radio address.

Some of my colleagues may not have
heard my remarks. For their benefit, I
would like to paraphrase and expand
upon what I said.

A few of my colleagues or their fam-
ily members have had a brush with vio-
lent crime here in our Nation’s Capital.
Some assaults occurred in the streets
nearby the Capitol Grounds, which are
patroled by our own Capitol Hill Police
Force. This reinforces to us that, if it
can happen here, it can happen any-
where.

Imagine, Mr. President, that you are
driving home from work after a busy
day in the Senate. All of a sudden,
young kids pass you by in their cars. A
gunfight breaks out just as they pass.
A stray bullet comes crashing through
your car window. Suddenly, you are
slumped over your steering wheel,
dead. You were caught in the crossfire
of a senseless gun battle.

Although an unpleasant thought, it
is not hard for us in this body to relate
to the possibility of such a tragedy
happening here in Washington—the
murder capital of the country. But a
similar tragedy happened just over 3
weeks ago in Des Moines, IA, the cap-
ital city of middle America.

The victim’s name was Phyllis Davis.
She was 42,

Phyllis was driving in Des Moines in
broad daylight, on her way home from
work. She was suddenly the victim of a
gunfight between two gangs of kids. A
stray bullet lodged in her body and
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killed her. These punks had no regard
for her innocent life, let alone their
own.

This tragedy stunned Des Moines. It
drove home two points:

First, you cannot hide from crime,
nowadays. No one and no place is safe.
It could be you next, or someone you
love. And second, dangerous criminals
are getting younger and younger. Re-
spect for life and property is diminish-
ing earlier in the lives of our citizens.

The obvious question is, Why? Why is
it that there is no place to hide from
crime? Why is it that perpetrators of
violent crimes are getting younger and
younger?

Much of the reason, I have observed,
is this:

We have created a culture in our so-
ciety that coddles the criminal. We
talk the tough talk, we throw money
and resources at the problem, we throw
30,000 cops on the street. After we've
done all that, what do we get? Violent
criminals are getting younger and
younger, and the violence can happen
to you or your loved ones anywhere,
anytime.

A culture that coddles the criminal,
Mr. President. That is what we have
got. In plain terms, we have got a bad
criminal justice system. It is upside
down. It seems that criminals have
more rights than victims. We handcuff
justice instead of crime. How can this
happen in America.

One reason younger people are com-
mitting more crimes may be that
word’s getting out that the system will
be easy on them.

Juveniles now account for nearly 20
percent of all violent crime arrests. If
the trend continues, that figure will
double in 15 years. This is outrageous.

When tragedies occur like what hap-
pen to Phyllis Davis, communities pull
together to respond. But they get ham-
strung. The system undercuts them:
Too many bad laws; too many soft-on-
crime judges; not enough moral leader-
ship.

That is the problem, Mr. President.
That is what causes the culture of cod-
dling criminals. First, liberal judges
let dangerous offenders back on the
streets; second, the Clinton Justice De-
partment has frustrated efforts to en-
force the death penalty. And more
often than any previous administra-
tion, the Department intervenes in
cases on the side of convicted crimi-
nals.

Third, our leaders in the White House
have abandoned the bully pulpit in the
war or drugs. In the absence of moral
leadership, drug use among America's
youth is up dramatically. In fact, there
has been a 52-percent increase in drug
use by teenagers since President Clin-
ton took office.

Republicans have waged a long battle
against a legal system that coddles
criminals. Instead, this Republican
Congress has done much to strengthen
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the criminal justice system on behalf
of victims instead. We passed major re-
forms, clamping down on frivolous pris-
oner lawsuits. This was in the budget
bill signed 2 weeks ago. One result is
that prisons will again be more like
prisons, and less like Marriott Hotels.

And the antiterrorism bill signed 2
week ago will make it easier to deport
criminal aliens. It also provides effec-
tive death penalty measures, for a
change. This is a provision President
Clinton initially opposed and worked
against. But he was finally forced to
accept it. His lieutenants went kicking
and screaming.

Mr. President, this was the gist of
my comments in response to the Presi-
dent’s Saturday address. Following my
remarks, the White House responded in
turn. I will now address the White
House response to me.

The Associated Press quoted a White
House deputy press secretary, Ginny
Terzano, as saying the following:

The President has fought long and hard to
get a tough crime bill and to place 100,000
more police officers on the streets.

Mr. President, the problem is a cul-
ture of coddling criminals. How does
this statement by the White House re-
assure the American people? How does
it reassure them that they won’t be
next to get caught in the crossfire of a
senseless gun battle, or some equally
senseless, violent act?

For one thing, the Clinton adminis-
tration worked to soften the crime bill,
not make it tough. Remember? It was
larded up with social programs to cod-
dle the criminal. Remember midnight
basketball? Second, more cops on the
street is only part of the solution.
What good do more cops do if the sys-
tem keeps handcuffing the cops instead
of the bad guys? You just have more
cops with handcuffs on them, That is
all.

Meanwhile, yesterday’'s Washington
Post had a story showing that the
number of Federal criminal cases in
this administration have not gone up.
This, despite billings of dollars of in-
creases in funding for the FBI, DEA,
and U.S. attorneys.

The article also suggests that the
caseload has lacked effective manage-
ment within the law enforcement com-
munity. You can put all the cops you
want in the streets. But if criminals
are not being prosecuted and kept in
jail, how effective is your
crimefighting?

What the President should be doing
is addressing the real, underlying cause
of crime. He needs to attack the cul-
ture that coddles criminals. For start-
ers, he could get a solicitor general
who intervenes in cases on the side of
victims, rather than using technical-
ities to help out convicted criminals.
President Clinton’s solicitor did this in
United States versus Davis and again
in Cheely versus United States, to cite
just two examples.
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Second, he should pick judges that do
not let criminals back on the streets
who should not be there;

Third, he should crack the whip with
his Justice Department and find out
why large budget increases for the FBI,
DEA, and U.S. attorneys have not pro-
duced more criminal prosecutions.

Fourth, and most important, he
should use the bully pulpit of the
White House to show moral authority
in the war on drugs.

Mr. President, this last point is the
most crucial of all. So much of crime—
especially violent crime—is a function
of drug use and trafficking. Yet, the
President has been silent on the drug
issue until recently. He has said more
about drugs the last 2 months than he
did the last 3 years. It is a coincidence,
I am sure, that this is an election year.

But when you look behind the rhet-
oric, and look instead at the record,
the President has a lot of explaining to
do. Why has the number of high school
seniors using drugs frequently in-
creased by 52 percent since this Presi-
dent took office? Why did he cut the
drug office staff by 83 percent, and
decimate its budget?

I would argue it is because he aban-
doned the bully pulpit. He declared a
time-out in the war on drugs while the
bad guys kept on playing. In short, he
created a void in moral leadership on
this issue.

And now, all the progress we made
during the 1980's in fighting drug use
are being reversed. It is just mind-bog-
gling.

When it comes to fighting crime, the
President seems to be playing in the
wrong arena. He is not playing in the
same arena that he talks about. People
are out there driving in their cars,
wondering if they could be next. And
the moral leadership on this issue that
the People are looking for from their
leader in Washington is absent.

In my view, Congress will have to
continue playing the lead role in turn-
ing our criminal justice system right-
side up. We need to protect the victims
of crime once again, instead of cod-
dling criminals.

We could build a strong partnership
in this effort, if only the President
would joint us. Until then, this Con-
gress will continue to battle the sys-
tem that handcuffs justice rather than
crime.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I request
that I be allowed to proceed in morning
business for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRASSLEY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

GAS TAX REPEAL A MISTAKE

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise to
address the majority leader’s an-
nounced intention to introduce legisla-
tion that would repeal the 4.3-cents-a-
gallon tax on gasoline that this body
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passed as part of the 1993 budget bill. I
have a very high personal and profes-
sional regard for our majority leader
and I am certainly not unmindful of
the political season that is upon us.
Repealing a tax—any tax—and particu-
larly a tax consumers are reminded of
every time they fill up their cars at the
pump, is unarguably attractive as a
matter of raw politics, but it is terrible
as a matter of public policy. Just when
we are beginning to make sustained
progress on bringing down the deficit,
just when we are within reach of actu-
ally balancing the budget in 7 years
and making a serious and principled
commitment to real fiscal responsibil-
ity, we blink. We cannot take the polit-
ical heat. On something this important
to our Nation and our children’s future,
if we take the heat we ought to take
President Truman's advice and get out
of the kitchen.

We talk about a market economy,
but we won’'t let the market work. The
Federal Government has an important
role to play in our lives, but it cannot
and should not attempt to solve every
problem we confront—particularly
when to save the average motorist $27
per year we move in precisely the
wrong direction on the more important
challenges of energy independence, na-
tional security, and fiscal responsibil-
ity—and send the wrong signals to our
allies and others around the world
about whether we are serious.

I hope a majority of our colleagues
will have the political courage to resist
what will undoubtedly be an extremely
popular bill. If we do not, that the
President will be willing to dem-
onstrate the intestinal fortitude we
lack—as he did in proposing the tax in
the first place.

In my view, a $30 billion tax repeal
shouldn’t even be considered in the ab-
sence of meaningful action on our long-
term budget problems. The 1993 deficit
reduction package, which contained
this modest gas tax, and had no sup-
port on the other side of the aisle, has
made a substantial dent in our annual
deficits, making balance in 7 years pos-
sible. In the absence of that deficit re-
duction effort, we probably would not
be discussing seriously the idea of ac-
tually reaching balance in such a rel-
atively short period.

Even with that 1993 effort, however,
trying to reach balance has been a
monumental task. A number of us in
the bipartisan group of Senators re-
ferred to as the Centrist Coalition have
been working for months to find a bal-
anced budget compromise, and a repeal
of the 4.3-cents-a-gallon tax will only
complicate our efforts to balance the
Federal budget by sometime early in
the next century.

Not only would the repeal move us in
the wrong direction as far as balancing
the budget is concerned, it would not
solve the problem of higher gasoline
prices. If the energy companies are cul-
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pable, I have no desire to take them off
the hook, but prices have been rising
because the demand for fuel has been
rising while production has fallen short
of this need. Quite simply, the evidence
suggests that demand is rising as
Americans are driving further, at high-
er speeds, in less fuel efficient vehicles.
Supplies have been curtailed because of
a longer winter that kept refiners pro-
ducing heating oil longer than expected
and delayed their shift to gasoline, and
fuel inventories were also allowed to
remain low because of an anticipated
release of oil from Iraq that has not
come to pass.

Mr. President, the fact of the matter
is that the recent price increases are
not due to a 4.3-cents-a-gallon tax in-
crease that was put into law 3 years
ago. That 4.3-cents-a-gallon is no more
responsible for the recent increase in
gas prices than it was responsible for
the low gasoline prices we have enjoyed
for the previous 2 years when the meas-
ure was also in effect.

If we take the oil companies at their
word that recent gas prices are the re-
sult of demand outstripping supply,
then the last thing that we should be
considering is a repeal of the 4.3-cents-
a-gallon tax, further pushing up de-
mand. For those of us who believe that
a higher gasoline tax is a necessary ele-
ment of sound public policy because it
encourages conservation and reduces
our dependence on foreign oil, a repeal
of this tax would be totally inappropri-
ate.

Mr. President, I was one of several
colleagues recently recognized by the
Concord Coalition as being willing to
make the tough choices, and I intend
to continue making them, despite the
political downside. I fully understand
that rejecting politically popular tax
cuts in an election year represents a
tough choice for legislators, even if
this tax repeal would involve less than
$30 a year for the average motorist.
But if there is a good public policy rea-
son for the tax in the first place and a
repeal will not be likely to dramati-
cally affect the perceived problem, it
should not be that tough a choice. For
these reasons, I would encourage my
colleagues to join me in opposing the
proposed repeal of the 4.3-cents-a-gal-
lon tax on gasoline.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the

floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 3 p.m. with Senators permitted to
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min-
utes each.

The Democratic leader, Mr. DASCHLE,
or his designee, is recognized to speak
for up to 90 minutes, and the Senator
from Georgia, Mr. COVERDELL, or his
designee, is recognized to speak for up
to 90 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Georgia.



10170

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, my
understanding is that my designated
time began, or should have begun at
1:30. I am going to ask unanimous con-
sent that my designated time begin at
1:42 in order to accommodate my col-
league who wishes to make a brief
statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague for the courtesy. I
did want to make a brief statement. I
do not think I will take a full 8 min-
utes.

REVENUE LOST FROM REPEAL OF
GAS TAX

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, there
was an item in the morning paper that
caused me to come to the Senate floor
to speak briefly and alert my col-
leagues to a serious concern which I
have. The article was entitled “Armey:
Cheap Fuel Via Education Cuts.”
“House Leader Suggests Way To Offset
Cost of Gasoline Tax Repeal.”

The first three short paragraphs say:

House Majority Leader Richard K. Armey,
Republican from Texas, yesterday suggested
that the revenue lost from a repeal of the
1993 gasoline tax could be offset by cutting
spending on education. “Maybe we ought to
take another look at the amount of money
we are spending on education,” Armey said
on the NBC's “Meet the Press:"” ““There is a
place where we are getting a declining value
for an increased dollar. It's in education. If
in fact we can get some discipline in the use
of our education dollar, I think we can make
up the difference,” Armey said.

Mr. President, my reaction to this
article when I read it was, ‘‘Here they
go again.”

We spent much of last year in this
Congress trying to hold off proposed
cuts in the education budget. The
budget resolution as first presented
here called for $18.6 billion being cut
from student aid over a T-year period,
and $26 billion being cut from K
through 12 levels of education over
that 7-year period.

There was a proposal to zero out
funding for direct student loans, and
proposals to zero out funding for
School to Work, for Goals 2000, and for
national service.

Mr. President, those fights are now
behind us. But unfortunately, even
today, we see that to some extent the
efforts to cut back on education have
succeeded. In the final appropriations
bill that was signed into law 10 days
ago by the President, there are still
cuts in education.

There is a 6-percent cut in the Goals
2000 funding. There is a 9-percent cut in
telecommunications for math funding.
There is an 8-percent cut in library
construction funding. There is a 15-per-
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cent cut in the funds for magnet
schools, a 27-percent cut in technical
assistance center funding, a T-percent
cut in adult education budgets. In Per-
kins loans there is a 4l-percent cuft,
and in State student incentive grants
there is a 50-percent cut.

Mr. President, my own view is that
this is a very, very mistaken set of pri-
orities that this Congress and that the
majority leader in the House, RICHARD
ARMEY, are talking about when the
first place they look to try to make up
revenue is to further cut education.

I think in the long term our country
is only as strong as the next genera-
tion, and we are only as smart as the
next generation. If we cut out the
funds needed to educate that next gen-
eration, I am persuaded that we are
going against the will of the American
people, we are going against our own
best interests, and we are showing very
serious shortsightedness, which I think
we will come to regret.

Mr. President, I contrast this article,
which, as I say, was in this morning’'s
paper here in Washington, with an arti-
cle that came out a little over a week
ago, on April 27, also in the Washing-
ton Post. It was entitled, ‘‘Latinos
Want D.C. School To Stay Open.”

Let me just read a little bit of that
article for my colleagues. It said:

About 400 people picketed the District of
Columbia Board of Education offices yester-
day, protesting a recommendation by School
Superintendent Franklin L. Smith to close
the Carlos Rosario Adult Education Center.

The demonstrators circled the block in
front of the Presidential building . . . chant-
ing “We want to learn English!” Some held
bullhorns, others carried signs asking drivers
to honk in support of the program.

“We see it as an issue of discrimination
against Latin immigrants,” said Arnoldo
Ramos, Director of the Council of Latino
Agencies. “This is the only adult education
center serving Latinos. By closing this pro-
gram, they are sending a message that
Latinos don’t matter and that we should
continue serving tables, continue picking up
garbage and having the lowest positions in
society.”

Several students said that without
Rosario, it would be difficult to continue to
learn English, which they say is their only
ticket to a better life.

Mr. President, this article should
bring home to us the importance that
education has for the average people of
this country. Education is not only
their only ticket to a better life; it is
the ticket that our children have to a
better life as well.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to reject the recommendation of the
House majority leader in looking first
at education as a place to further cut
the Federal budget.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

the
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TAX FREEDOM DAY

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
was glad I had an opportunity to be
here for at least the last portion of the
presentation by my good colleague and
friend from Virginia where he was ad-
monishing us to be courageous and to
avoid the proposal to repeal the gas
tax.
It is my intention to support the re-
peal of the gas tax, and, frankly, I be-
lieve America is looking for a very dif-
ferent kind of courage today.

I do not think they are looking for
courage to keep adding another burden,
another tax burden, another regulatory
burden on the backs of the working
families.

Most Americans—in fact, in survey
data every social strata of our coun-
try—feel that the appropriate tax bur-
den should be 25 percent. It does not
matter whether you ask the very
wealthy family or the poorest family.
It is fascinating; they all come to the
same number, that the burden of gov-
ernment, their willingness to contrib-
ute, is about 25 percent.

Tomorrow is May 7. It is an impor-
tant day in America, because May T,
believe it or not—I would never have
believed I would be in the Senate talk-
ing about this kind of crisis, but May T
is the first day for which an American
family can earn money and resources
for its own dreams. Every other day
from January 1 through March 15,
April, you name it, all of those wages
that were earned on all of those work-
ing days are taken from the family.
They are taken by the Federal Govern-
ment at about 25 percent, some much
higher, they are taken by the State
and local government 10 to 12 percent,
and I might add May 7 does not include
the regulatory costs to every American
family, which is now about $6,800 a
year.

I think of that fellow who gets up,
his wife who gets up, and they get the
kids; they take them to school; they
get to their two jobs, which are nec-
essary now primarily because of the
new tax burden on the American fam-
ily; they go day after day like that
working through the struggles of life,
and until May 7 not a dime is available
to house that family, to buy the home,
to transport the family, to feed the
family, to educate the family —all the
things we ask the American family to
do for America: Raise the country.
Raise the country. But until May T,
they do not have a dime for their own
dreams. They are sending all of those
wages between January 1 and May 7 to
some policy wonk somewhere with the
task of rededicating where that money
ought to go and what its priorities
ought to be.

We just heard a presentation by my
colleague on the other side of the aisle
that it would be the opposite of coura-
geous if we were to repeal this tax. We
have a long way to go to get tax free-
dom day back from May 7 to where it
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appropriately ought to be. Every op-
portunity we have to lower that bur-
den, in my judgment, is appropriate.
That gas tax costs the average family
of four about $100—8$100 a year.

More importantly, the lowest 20 per-
cent of taxpayers pay over 7 percent of
their income on gasoline. If we are con-
cerned about those who are disadvan-
taged, we ought to be concerned about
lowering the burden on them, letting
them keep those resources to do the
things they need to do. The wealthy
only pay 1.6 percent of their income on
gasoline. This repeal of that gas tax
primarily helps the more disadvan-
taged in our society. It has some auxil-
iary effect on those who have more re-
sources. But we have such a long way
to go, Mr. President, to get this eco-
nomic burden down. It is already dou-
ble what it ought to be when you add in
the reg reforms.

A family should not be working until
May 7 or June or July —officially it is
May T—for the Government. So I take
exception to the suggestion that you
lack some courage if you come to the
floor and fight for lowering the eco-
nomic pressure on American families,
American communities, and American
businesses. That is exactly what Amer-
ica is asking us to do, to have the cour-
age to shrink up this Federal Govern-
ment.

With that, Mr. President, I should
like to yield up to 10 minutes to my
colleague from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Washington for up to 10 minutes.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, as my
distinguished friend from Georgia has
said, tomorrow, May 7, 1996, is tax free-
dom day.

What is tax freedom day? Stated sim-
ply, it is the day on which the average
American taxpayer stops working for
the Government and begins working
for himself or herself. It is a dramatic
way of pointing out that if we divide
the share of the income of each one of
us as an average American into parts,
the share that goes to Government will
take us from January 1 to May 7 to
earn and to pay to those governments
and that only after May 7 are we work-
ing for ourselves.

Again, this is an average. For some,
tax freedom day comes a little earlier;
for others it comes a little later. I re-
gret to say for the citizens of Washing-
ton State whom I represent, it comes a
little later. It comes on May 10. Why?
Because, of course, we are talking
about the burden imposed on the peo-
ple of this country by all levels of our
Government, here in Washington, DC,
and our State and local governments as
well.

Mr. President, does it not boggle the
mind to think that governments take
this much of what we earn by our hard
work for its own purposes?

It is vitally important that people
learn we are already well through the
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spring of 1996 before we have earned
that portion of our income which goes
to our governments.

As my distingunished friend from
Georgia also said, if we add the very
real burdens caused by higher interest
rates, which are themselves the result
in part of our huge national debt and
all the interest we must pay on that
national debt, and the cost of regula-
tion, we go into early July before we
have discharged the real burden im-
posed on us by Government and begin
to work for ourselves.

This is a burden that is too great,
even if we ignore interest and regula-
tion. The average citizen of the United
States does not believe he or she is get-
ting his or her money’s worth out of
the money earned until May 7 and
turned over to Government.

That citizen is correct. Our citizens
are not getting their money’s worth
from this investment in Government,
and the great struggle here in the Con-
gress of the United States and with
this administration is over whether or
not those burdens, both from the per-
spective of taxes and regulation, should
be increased or decreased. This admin-
istration, for all of its rhetoric about
smaller Government, is a liberal ad-
ministration which believes that its
judgments as to how we should spend
our money are better than our own;
that Government bureaucrats can set
priorities for spending better than can
individual citizens of the United
States. And I am convinced that that
thought is perhaps the single most im-
portant reason that people resent Gov-
ernment and do not trust those whom
they elect to govern them. People do
not believe that Washington, DC, bu-
reaucrats are smarter than they are
and know more than they do about how
their money ought to be spent. And the
people are right. The people are right.
They do not.

There are, of course, many appro-
priate functions of Government. There
are a few functions, especially the clos-
er Government gets to the people, the
more it is localized, that in fact are
run effectively. But the people do not
believe that Washington, DC, is run ef-
ficiently and effectively, and the peo-
ple are right.

So, as we did last year, in spite of the
frustrations of vetoes from the Presi-
dent of the United States—we on this
side of the aisle and thinking Members
on the other side of the aisle this year
will attempt to lower that burden of
taxation on the American people.
Whether through a lowered gas tax or a
family income tax credit or better
treatment of investments which create
new jobs, we will attempt to lower that
burden. We will act on the philosophy
that, by and large, people as individ-
uals know better how their money
should be spent than do the bureau-
crats here in Washington, DC.

If we are able to come back to this
floor next year, even to say that tax
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freedom day is on the 3d of May rather
than the 7th of May, or the 4th of May
rather than the Tth of May, we will
have done what the American people
want. We will have acted correctly. We
will, not at all incidentally, have over-
come the objections of the President of
the United States, and we will at least
be on the road toward an appropriate
balance between the impact of govern-
ment on our pocketbooks and on our
day-to-day lives, in exactly the fashion
that we were meant to be when the
people of the United States elected us
to these offices.

May 7 is tax freedom day. May 7 is
far too late a date in the year for that
notable event to take place.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
compliment my colleague from Wash-
ington for his remarks. I particularly
agree with his context that it had been
the theory of this administration—and
we saw this all too clearly when they
tried to federalize or create Govern-
ment-run medicine—that they believe
that they know better how to manage
the relationship between an employer
and employee; they know better how to
set the priorities for the local mayor or
county commissioner. Now it has got-
ten to the point that they know better
how to manage the financial resources
of the American family. It is a very
elitist point of view, in my judgment.
This country was founded on the belief
in the individual and the entrepreneur-
ial spirit that comes from a free indi-
vidual. That is what made this coun-

Look at countries around the world
that have had central or statist gov-
ernments, like we have been working
our way to here, and it is never a pret-
ty picture. I was Director of the U.S.
Peace Corps for a considerable period
of time, during the Bush administra-
tion, and was one of the first Ameri-
cans over the wall. It was not a pretty
picture. It was a classic example of
what central and statist governments
do for people.

I remember one night in particular I
was in Sophia, Bulgaria. The Ambas-
sador asked if we wanted to go to a
local opera, and I passed and decided to
walk through the city. They had been
operating under this central govern-
ment for, I guess, nearly half a cen-
tury. It is such a vivid memory. First
of all, when I went through the depart-
ment store I saw they had a shelf and
it would have one glass on it, on the
entire shelf. And then I would move to
the next display and it would have one
item on the entire shelf. They had no
goods.

I walked probably 5 miles, and this is
the key, I never saw a single adult
smile—not one. There was not a smile
on the face of a single person. They had
a flea market, or a food market, and
they had three vegetables; and they



10172

had a line that was 4 blocks long so you
could line up and get the same piece of
meat when you got to the window.

A planned government planned for
everything. They planned for all their
businesses, all their communities, and
they had gotten to the point where
they literally ran everybody’'s family.
It was not a pretty picture.

The American people are the most
entrepreneurial, flexible, energetic of
any in the world. But we have lost
some of our edge, because we have been
piling up one burden after another, to
the point that we are now asking these
families that work from January 1 to
May T—it is actually July 3, if you add
in the regulatory costs they have to
pay. Again, I thank the Senator from
Washington. It is actually July 3, but
we take deep note of May 7 because
that is the actual day that you start
earning resources for your own family
and not the government, which takes
me back to the snapshot of a Georgia
family.

I was curious, in all this debate we
have, with regard to the economic pres-
sures on an average family, just what
was the situation in my own State. I
have alluded to this several times. It is
certainly appropriate to talk about
that family here today, when we are
talking about tax freedom day being
May 7. That Georgia family earns
about $45,000—$45,093. Both parents
work and they have a couple of chil-
dren. Their total Federal tax on that
income, direct and indirect, is $9,511.
The total State and local taxes are
$5,234, or 314,745 right off the top of the
$45,000 they are paying out in taxes.

The estimated cost of Federal regula-
tion on that family is $6,615; over $500
a month. That is more than a car pay-
ment or a student loan. You are paying
for your share of the growing regu-
latory apparatus.

This family in Georgia is paying ex-
cess family interest payments, which
are caused by excessive Federal bor-
rowing. We have just lifted the Federal
debt ceiling to $5.5 trillion, so that
pushes interest rates up on everyone—
the interest on their home, the interest
on their car, the student loan: $2,011.

So the net effect is, of the $45,000,
$23,371 has been removed from that
family, taken by government or gov-
ernment action, leaving them about 50
percent of the gross income to do all
the things, as I said, we ask them to
do. It is no wonder that American fam-
ilies all across our land, therefore, are
saying this government spending and
government debt and government man-
agement has gotten out of hand. In-
deed, it has.

I am going to yield to my colleague
from Oklahoma in 1 second. I would
just say what is particularly important
about this is this administration has
added about $200 to $225 a month in ad-
ditional economic burden on this Geor-
gia family, and families all across the
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country, which is why I find it very dif-
ficult to understand the presentation
that says you are courageous if you re-
inforce this burden on the American
family, as my colleague from Virginia
said a moment ago.

With that, Mr. President, I yield up
to 10 minutes to the Senator from
Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). The Senator from Oklahoma is
recognized.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my friend from Georgia for his
leadership on this and many other
issues.

Today, we are announcing to the
American people that tomorrow, May
7, is tax freedom day. That means that
the average American worker had to
work from January 1 through May 7 for
government—for the Federal Govern-
ment, State government, and local gov-
ernment. May 7 is the latest tax free-
dom day ever.

For the average American worker,
34.8 percent of their income goes to
government. I do not make this point
to say that all government is evil. Not
all government is evil, but if workers
are working for government, they are
not working for themselves. As govern-
ment power grows and increases, that
means their freedom is diminished. If
you have individuals working a third of
the time for government, then they are
not working for their families, and
they are not able to take care of their
families.

It is a very important and, in my
opinion, kind of a sad fact that as gov-
ernment power continues to increase,
people’s freedom continues to decrease.
We need to reverse that.

Unfortunately, this President has
made it worse. This President has
made tax freedom day later and later
in the year because he vetoed a tax re-
duction effort that Congress passed.
But even more important than that, he
signed the largest tax increase in his-
tory. In 1993, President Clinton signed
a tax bill that increased taxes and user
fees $265 billion over 5 years, the larg-
est tax increase in history.

Keep in mind, President Clinton as a
candidate said he was going to cut
taxes. I remember when he was cam-
paigning in New Hampshire. He said
something like, ““Yes, we're going to
have a tax reduction for families; we're
going to have a per-child tax credit.”
He did not deliver.

He never said anything on the cam-
paign trail in 1992 about increasing gas-
oline taxes, but that is exactly what he
did. As a matter of fact, during his first
year in office, not only did he pass the
largest tax increase in history, but
passed a tax increase that hit all Amer-
ican families. At the time they were
playing class warfare and saying this
was just going to hit the rich—and it
did, they hit the rich pretty hard, but
they also raised taxes on all Ameri-
cans.
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But also there is a gasoline tax. A
gasoline tax is not just for the wealthy;
that is for anybody who drives a car. I
have four kids, all of whom are driving
and paying that 4.3 cents a gallon. It is
not inexpensive. It makes a difference.

My point being, President Clinton's
tax increase hit all American families.
He increased taxes on couples who re-
ceive Social Security. Their Social Se-
curity used to be taxed at 50 percent.
He increased it to 85 percent, a big hit
for individuals who had incomes above
$34,000. A big tax increase.

I remember listening to my father-
in-law, who was adversely affected by
this. It cost him well over $1,000 a year.
Thank you very much, President Clin-
ton. He did not ask for that with his
vote, and he was not told during the
campaign that he was going to have a
big tax increase, and certainly he was
middle-income America.

My point being, President Clinton,
instead of reducing the tax burden on
American families, has increased the
tax burden. Now today total tax re-
ceipts will hit a record 19.4 percent of
the gross domestic product, the highest
level of taxation since 1982. Ronald
Reagan brought it down. His tax cuts
did not go into effect really until 1983.
So now we have taxes going up because
of President Clinton, because of his tax
increase.

A lot of us believe President Clinton
was right in Houston when he said,
“You know, I think I raised taxes too
much,” or “You might be surprised to
find I agree with you, I think I raised
taxes too much.” A lot of us agreed
with him, and so we wanted to help
correct that.

Last year, we did pass a balanced
budget package that not only balanced
the budget but offered modest tax re-
lief for American families. We deliv-
ered on our promise. We said, “We're
going to give tax relief to children.
We're going to give a $500 tax credit for
families with children under the age of
18."

President Clinton said he was going
to do the same thing in 1992, but he did
not deliver. In his proposal before Con-
gress, he said, I have a children’s tax
credit too,”” but what he does not tell
people is the children only get the tax
credit if they are up to age 12, not if
they are 13, 14, 15, 16. I hate to tell the
President this, but they cost a lot of
money at those ages, too. As a matter
of fact, it is at those ages that you may
start getting ready for college.

The Republican budget allowed indi-
viduals, if they have kids, to save $500
per child, and the families get to keep
it. So the families get to make deci-
sions on education. If the families want
to, they can take the $500 and put it
into a savings account to save for that
child’s education. President Clinton ve-
toed it.

President Clinton vetoed a tax bill
that would have helped the economy.
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We would have reduced the tax on cap-
ital gains, because we know that not
only will that raise more money for the
Federal Government, but it will help
stimulate the economy. The capital
gains tax is really a tax on a capital
transaction. If it is reduced—and the
United States has one of the highest
taxes on capital gains of any of the in-
dustrialized countries—if we reduce it,
we are going to have more trans-
actions, more capital moving through-
out the economy, more capital going
where it can be used most efficiently,
most effectively and it will help stimu-
late the economy.

President Kennedy did that in the
early sixties, and it helped. It raised
more money. President Kennedy was
right when he said a rising tide will 1lift
all boats, and the Republican majority
wanted to do that. But President Clin-
ton vetoed it, and he was wrong in
vetoing it.

Congress passed a reduction in the
inheritance tax for farmers and family
business owners, and others, so they
could keep more of their hard-earned
money, so they would not have to sell
their estate to pay an inheritance tax,
a very positive provision, supported
overwhelmingly by this Congress.
President Clinton vetoed it, and he was
wrong in doing so.

Congress passed enhanced IRA’s, in-
dividual retirement accounts, so we
could encourage people to save. We
would use the Tax Code to help people
start saving for their retirement:
“Don’t depend solely on Social Secu-
rity; don’t depend solely on a company
retirement account; save for your re-
tirement.”’ We enhanced that.

We doubled, basically, the income at
which people would be eligible to re-
ceive a tax deduction for their IRA
contribution. This was really a family
benefit, and it was really a family ben-
efit for middle-income workers. The
benefit right now applies to people
with incomes of about some $20,000. We
doubled that amount. It would not help
the very wealthy, but it certainly
would have helped the hard-working
wage earner who wanted to start sav-
ing more, and we do not save near
enough in this country.

Congress passed medical savings ac-
counts, because we recognized that a
lot of people do not get benefits from
the Tax Code to encourage health care,
and medical savings accounts would
have allowed individuals the oppor-
tunity to put in some before-tax dol-
lars to help pay for health care costs.

If you work for a big corporation,
you do not need it because maybe the
big corporation pays for all your health
care and the individual gets it tax free.

Congress helped the self-employed.
We increased the self-employed deduc-
tion from 30 to 50 percent. Recently, we
just passed legislation to increase that
to 80 percent.

But under our bill, we had medical
savings accounts that also would have
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helped the individual who does not
work. They need some help too. This
would have helped them pay for their
health care. It was good policy. Unfor-
tunately, the President vetoed it.

Congress passed a provision that
would have phased out and eliminated
the so-called marriage penalty, where
right now it is financially to a couple's
detriment, if you have two wage earn-
ers, to file a joint return, to file as a
married couple. It makes no sense. It is
wrong. It is inequitable. The Tax Code
should not be encouraging divorce or
separate filings. Congress phased the
penalty out. Unfortunately, the Presi-
dent vetoed it.

Congress passed spousal IRA’s, rec-
ognizing that spouses work, whether it
is at a job or at home—we know that
they are working. So we had spousal
IRA's so the spouse could also accumu-
late some money and savings in their
own name, a very positive provision
that would have helped a lot of people
all across the country. Unfortunately,
President Clinton vetoed it. Well, he
was wrong in vetoing that.

Mr. President, taxes are too high.
Government does spend too much
money. People should not have to work
34.8 percent of their time for govern-
ment. So we do need tax relief. We need
to balance the budget.

Some people say, those are in con-
trary positions to each other. I do not
think so. Certainly not. If you take a
position that we have to balance the
budget before we have any tax cuts you
will never pass any tax cuts because
people in this Congress will keep
spending more money. There is no
limit to the appetite of some people in
Congress and this administration for
spending money. You are a lot more
popular spending money than you are
taking it away.

So I do not agree with that philoso-
phy—and I am probably as frugal or as
fiscally conservative as anybody—but I
think we should give tax relief and bal-
ance the budget and do it simulta-
neously. Let us balance the budget. Let
us limit the revenue of the Govern-
ment. Let us pass a constitutional
amendment that says you cannot spend
any more than you take in. That
makes sense. That is what most Ameri-
cans do.

The House passed a balanced budget
constitutional amendment last year.
The Senate came one vote short. I hope
that soon, maybe this week, we will
again be considering a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget. I
hope some of my colleagues who voted
against that balanced budget amend-
ment will reconsider. Some of our col-
leagues on the Democrat side of the
aisle said, ‘‘Well, I'm not going to vote
for the balanced budget amendment
until I see a real balanced budget
plan.” I think we ought to do it any-
way. We did it anyway in Congress, but
unfortunately the President vetoed it.
I hope now they realize it can be done.
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I have heard President Clinton now
say that he supports a balanced budget.
I hope that my colleagues on the Dem-
ocrat side, most all of whom voted
against a balanced budget amendment,
will reconsider. I want to compliment
Senator SIMON, and others, who are
working to try and make that happen.
It has to be a bipartisan vote to make
it happen. We have to have 67 votes. I
hope my colleagues realize the gravity
of the situation. We cannot continue to
pile up debt after debt.

We passed entitlement reform last
year, but the President vetoed it. I
think he was wrong in doing so. I am
afraid it is going to take a constitu-
tional mandate to tell us we cannot
spend any more than we take in and
that we have sound fiscal policies in
this country. I think at the same time,
we need to be cognizant of the fact that
taxpayers are taking it on the chin.

Taxpayers need relief. Taxpayers are
kind of bothered by the fact that they
have to work over a third of the time,
an average American family has to
work over a third of the year for Gov-
ernment; not for themselves, not for
their family and not for their family’s
future, but for Uncle Sam and for State
government and for local government.
We need to reverse that.

Mr. President, I am going to put a
couple of tables into the RECORD be-
cause I think a lot of times people are
not aware of how fast Government
spending and taxation is growing. One
of them that I am going to allude to
maybe surprises people, but it deals
with payroll taxes. Payroll taxes have
been skyrocketing.

I heard some people say maybe it
should be exempt from the constitu-
tional amendment or maybe we should
not count Social Security or Medicare
because those are trust funds. Mr.
President, those programs are funded
by payroll taxes. If you work, and you
get your W-2, you find Uncle Sam
takes out individual income taxes, and
he also takes out payroll taxes for So-
cial Security and for Medicare's hos-
pital fund.

Mr. President, I ask for an additional
2 minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield another 2
minutes to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. I urge my colleagues
to just look at the growth in these
taxes. The payroll taxes alone have
just exploded. If I put in the maximum
total contribution under payroll taxes,
in 1960 that total for Social Security—
this includes hospital or Medicare
taxes—the maximum tax that anybody
put in 1960 was $144. Keep in mind, the
system started quite a bit earlier, but
the maximum tax was $144.

In 1970, the maximum tax was $374.
This is just for the employee. The em-
ployer has to match this. In 1980, it
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really increased substantially and went
from $374 in 1970 to $1,588 in 1980. Wow,
it went up about four, five times. Be-
tween 1980 and 1990 it went from $1,588
to almost $4,000—$3,924. Keep in mind,
your employer is matching that. So for
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S0, Mr. President, I think we have to
be cognizant of the American working
family. I am very critical of President
Clinton for vetoing our tax reduction
effort and for pushing through the larg-
est tax increase in history. He is re-
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PAYROLL TAX DATA FOR EMPLOYEES AND EMPLOYERS—
Continued

Maximum annual contribu-
tion—

Total OASI DI HI

an individual—that is maximum; in sponsible for the fact that a lot of peo- 12 150 138 12 s
that case somebody was making ple have to work a lot longer for Gov- iy - ...
§$135,000, I think—they were paying al- ernment instead of themselves. We a5 7 182 12 e
most $4,000 and the employer was Pay- need to reverse that. I hope that Con- 196 o T TN
ing almost $4,000. That is $8,000, a big gress this year, soon, will pass tax re- i;:; % g ;? 3
O onnaes o coplode: Ba-the yoar . IoHdl 2 SAriosn Duniliel; T Shk: | e w o om w4
. 1le from Ce 1d 1970 7 85 83 47
2000, for that person still making ;nhaégzo:.gne Bt SOrREY $Hg &yl ig;g :g gg ;g ;I
$135.000 it goes up to 36,49, almost ~ qyne PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the 1973 B 6k % 108
36,500, with a total cost of $13,000 put in g o¢0r " ask unanimous consent to 197 mo 58 1% 18
for a person to pay these Social Secu- 1875 85 &7 8 177
have material printed in the RECORD? 1976 835 669 88 138
rity taxes. My point being, this is just "\, NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 157 % 2 % W
a payroll tax. But this tables shows, if SR E 1978 T T T A - A
mous consent to have a couple of g5 1408 2 112 2
you look at it on a curve, that Social poneo hrinted in the RECORD. 1580 1588 LI M5 272
Security taxes have gone up tremen- There b no objection, the mate- 1981 1975 13% 193 38
dously. The same thing for Medicare eing y 1382 2171 1482 %7 42
taxes, they just exploded. Yet, the rial was ordered to be printed in the 3 2392 1705 464
2 i RECORD, follows: 1984 2546 1965 189 491
Medicare fund is still going broke. Yet, : 1585 §;§§ %”ﬁ ;s: 535
Social Security still has a real funding  payroLL TAX DATA FOR EMPL AN R 1586 : 1 10 609
problem. In the year 2013 it is esti- DL DUR TR OIS A LIRS {ﬁ igﬁ i‘% gg g
mated to pay out more than it takes Maxmum annual contribu- 1983 3605 2654 254 6%
in. . tion— 19%0 1?2; %m 308 ;u
So my point is, Mr. President, some Total OASI DI W iggé g’:is 1?:2 g Esg
people want to ignore payroll taxes. I e S S 3226 346 1958
disagree. Ask any wage earner—ask my g5 Bl e o
son; ask my daughter—who are paying }ggg g g e 378 195
these taxes. These taxes are high and s s M e m :s:
they are getting higher. That means }g g g gl 421 I:;Sﬂ
people have to work longer before they g7 s 8 1 ; 520 1958
can take enough home to take care of 1358 % 8 11 w1 T eatad in 1593, hat this Lable >
their needs and their family and their i 218 2 M e s, IR R e
future. 1961 14 132 12 e Source: Social Security Administration,
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0ASDI HI Tax rates (percent}—
Wage base  Wage base Total 0AS! ol HI
1850 3,000 nfa 000 000 w2 na
1851 3,600 n'2 500 500 wa na
1952 3,600 nfa 300 500 Va na
1853 3,600 nfa 300 500 na na
1854 3,600 na 000 000 na nfa
1955 4,200 na 000 000 a na
1956 4200 na 000 000 na na
1957 4,200 nfa 2.250 000 va nfa
1958 4,200 na 250 2.000 250 na
1959 4.800 na 500 2.250 250 n/a
1960 4,800 na 000 750 250 na
1961 4,800 na 000 750 250 wa
1962 4,800 na 125 875 250 na
1963 4,800 na 3.625 3375 250 na
1364 4,800 nfa 3625 33715 250 na
1965 4,800 n/a 3.625 375 250 na
1966 6.600 6,600 4.200 .500 350 0.350
1967 6.600 6,600 4,400 550 350 500
1368 7.800 7.800 4,400 325 A15 600
1969 7.800 7,800 4800 725 A5 500
1970 1.800 7.800 4,200 650 550 600
1971 7.800 7,800 5.200 050 550 600
1972 9,000 3,000 5.200 4.050 550 500
1973 10,800 10.800 5,850 4.300 530 1.000
1974 13.200 13.200 5.850 4375 575 800
1975 14,100 14,100 5.850 4375 575 900
1976 15,300 15,300 5,850 4375 575 800
1977 16,3500 16,500 5.850 4375 575 500
1378 17,700 17,700 6.050 4275 J5 1.000
1979 22,900 22.900 6.130 4330 750 1.050
1980 25,900 6.130 4520 560 1.050
1981 29,700 29,700 6.650 4.700 550 1.300
1982 32400 32400 6.700 4575 825 1.300
1983 35700 35,700 £.700 4775 625 1.300
1984 37,800 37.800 7.000 5.200 500 1.300
1985 39,600 39,600 7.050 5.200 500 1.350
1986 42,000 42,000 7.150 5.200 500 1.450
1987 43,800 43,800 1.150 3200 500 1450
1988 45,000 45,000 7510 5.530 530 1.450
1589 48,000 48,000 1510 5.530 530 1.450
1530 51,300 51,300 1.650 5.600 500 1.450
1891 53,400 125,000 7.650 5.600 500 1.450
1992 55,500 130,200 7.650 5.600 600 1.450
1893 57.600 ,000 7650 5600 600 1.450
1934 60,600 no limit 7850 5.600 500 1.450
1995 61.200 no limit 7.650 5.600 500 1.450
1996 63,000 no limit 7.650 5.600 600 1.450
1997 64,800 no limit 1.650 5.600 500 1450
1998 67,500 no limit 7650 5.600 500 1.450
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1959 0200 oo limit 7550 5500 500 1450
2000 73.200 no limit 7650 5430 J10 1.450

Source: Social Security Administration.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I the interstate highways. President buildings, hiring new people, instead of

thank my colleague from Oklahoma for
his remarks and his expertise on this
subject. He made a very, very eloquent
statement on the burden of taxation.

At this time I yield up to 10 minutes
to the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

. BENNETT. Thank you,
President.

Mr. President, tomorrow is tax free-
dom day. It is an artificial calculation,
but it serves to focus our attention on
how much of the time we spend work-
ing as a Nation to pay our taxes, be-
cause on the Tth of May, finally, if we
had paid everything we had earned to
the Federal Government, we could
begin taking something home.

As I say, that is an artificial calcula-
tion. We do it because it focuses our at-
tention on one question. This is the
fundamental question when you ad-
dress the whole issue of taxes. Whom
do you trust to spend your money? Do
you trust the people in Washington? Do
you trust the Federal Government to
spend your money more wisely than
you can or do you decide in a free soci-
ety that you want to hang on to more
of it to spend for yourself?

Obviously, we have to trust the Fed-
eral Government to spend some of our
money. There are some things the Fed-
eral Government does that we cannot
do for ourselves.

The most obvious example that I can
think of is the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem. We could not go out as individuals
and contract to build the roads, to
make the plans, to lay out the routes.
All of those things are appropriate ac-
tivity of the Federal Government.

When the Interstate Highway System
was first proposed back in Dwight Ei-
senhower’s time it was a Member of
this body, Senator Harry Byrd of Vir-
ginia, who made the decision that we
would not pay for the interstate high-
way system with debt. He said, we will
pay as we go, and that was the begin-
ning of Federal gasoline taxes going
into the national highway trust fund to
pay for the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem. And it worked.

We trusted the Federal Government
to spend our money more wisely on
highways than if we had spent it our-
selves. We gave the Federal Govern-
ment that money, and the Interstate
Highway System was created. I find it
interesting, Mr. President, to know
that now the tax increase that was
pushed through by President Clinton
2% years ago is a tax on gasoline that
does not get spent on our roads or on

Mr.

Clinton is spending that money for
something else.

I am supporting the repeal of the in-
crease in the gas tax because I think in
this area I trust myself more than I
trust the Government to spend those
extra few cents on gas. If I could be
sure the Government was going to
spend it on roads, I would not be so
anxious to be for repeal of the gas tax.
But we have broken away from that
concept that was established here in
this Chamber by a Member of this body
that said the money that gets paid for
gasoline taxes, gets spent on roads and
highways and bridges.

President Clinton has broken that
link and said, ‘“No. Let's tax gasoline,
but let’s trust the Federal Government
more than we trust the individuals on
the issue of how that should be spent.”

Now, we have heard in this debate
the whole discussion of tax rates going
up. The justification for tax rates
going up is that we need more tax reve-
nue in order to pay down the deficit.
That sounds fine, Mr. President, but as
Members of this body know—I come
from a business background and was a
businessman until I ran for the Senate,
and I discovered very quickly what
every Dbusinessman knows—raising
prices does not mean increased sales.
Raising tax rates does not mean in-
creased tax revenue.

We have all seen the example where
Ford Motor has brought out a new ver-
sion of its best-selling automobile, the
Ford Taurus. The Ford designers were
so enthusiastic about how beautiful the
Taurus was that they raised the price
on the Taurus. It stayed at that higher
level for something like 3 weeks when
they discovered that people were not
willing to pay the higher price. What
did they do to get sales moving? They
lowered the price. Lo and behold, when
they lowered the price, sales started
going up. That is exactly the same
principle that applies to the Federal
Government. If you lower the tax, we
can see revenues begin to go up.

Let me be personal about this, Mr.
President. During the 1980's, I was CEO
of a company that started out literally
in a basement in a suburban town in
Utah. It had four employees. Today
that company is listed on the New
York Stock Exchange and has a mar-
ket value approaching three quarters
of a billion dollars. It has 2,700 employ-
ees. We built that business at a time
when our effective tax rate was 28 per-
cent. That meant we were able to make
our choices as to how the money would
be spent in buying inventory, building

having the Federal Government make
the choices as to how that money
would be spent.

Today if we were to start that busi-
ness again, the effective rate on the
money we would earn would not be 28
percent as it was in the 1980’s, it would
be 42 percent—a 50-percent increase. I
say, Mr. President, we would not have
created those 2,700 jobs if we had been
facing a 42-percent effective tax rate.

Now, a study has been done on the
impact of the tax increase that Presi-
dent Clinton gave us in 1993. President
Clinton talks about all the new jobs
that have been created since he has
been President. According to the study
by the Heritage Foundation, that num-
ber would be 1.2 million higher than it
is if President Clinton had not given us
that tax increase. Yes, we have had
some increased jobs because we were
coming out of a recession. We would
have 1.2 million more. From my per-
sonal experience, the difference be-
tween paying 26 percent and 42 percent
can account for that.

What it boils down to is this, Mr.
President: Americans all want to earn
more, and they want to keep more of
what they earn so that they can do
more with that money they are allowed
to keep. In my own personal experi-
ence, I saw that happen. We earned
more as our business was successful.
We were able to keep more because we
had a lower tax rate, and we were able
to do more, reflected in those 2,700 jobs
that we created.

Every one of the people that holds
one of those jobs, Mr. President, pays
taxes. Every one of them is adding to
the revenue of the Federal Government
by virtue of what we did creating that
business. The Federal Government was
a winner all across the board when
they allowed us to earn more and then
keep more that we earned so we could
go out and do more in creating those
additional jobs.

It comes down, again, Mr. President,
to the fundamental question that I
asked at the beginning. When you ad-
dress the question of tax freedom day,
you are asking this fundamental issue:
Whom do you trust to spend your
money? Do you trust the bureaucrats?
Do you trust the regulators? Do you
trust the planners in Washington? Or
do you trust individual Americans all
over this country, taking their money
and making the decisions as to where
it will be invested, where it will be
channeled, where it will be spent, in a
way to build the economy?

I, for one, Mr. President, think that
government does many good things. I
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think I can trust the Federal Govern-
ment with a good chunk of my money
to do things like build roads and
bridges, defend the country, and take
care of the other challenges that we
have as a nation. But when it comes to
making the fundamental economic de-
cisions as to what will make this coun-
try grow, I trust individual Americans
more than I trust the planners in
Washington.

For that reason, I am hoping that we
can move the date back toward the 1st
of January when Americans can say, “‘I
have stopped working for the govern-
ment and now I am working for the
growth of this country as a whole.”

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Utah for his
remarks from a business perspective on
these economic issues. I yield up to 10
minutes to my good colleague from
Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
am pleased to be able to talk about the
tax burden on American families, espe-
cially because tomorrow is a red-letter
day. Tomorrow we call national tax
freedom day because tomorrow is the
day that Americans stop working for
the government and start working for
their families. They will pay their
taxes tomorrow, and all of the work
they have done between January 1 and
May 7 will be money that goes to the
Federal, State, or local government.
That is about 40 cents of every dollar
earned by the American family. To put
it another way, 3 hours of every work-
ing day goes to pay Federal, State, and
local taxes.

For most American families, making
ends meet is getting harder and harder.
After paying the basics—food, clothing,
shelter, and taxes—there is not much
left. With ever-higher costs for edu-
cation, for health insurance, and for re-
tirement, most people have to work
today. Many families would like to
have mom or dad at home taking care
of children, being home when they get
home from school, but they cannot af-
ford it because they have to do the
extra things to get the extras beyond
the taxes, the food, and the shelter.

President Clinton has not eased the
burden on working families. He raised
taxes on seniors who depend on Social
Security, on the self-employed, and on
everyone who drives a car. His tax in-
creases in 1993 and the resulting slower
economic growth has cost Americans
$227 a month in earnings.

Last year, the Republican Congress
tried to do something unusual for fami-
lies. We tried to let them keep their
own money. We believe that with lower
taxes, Americans will earn more and
they will most certainly keep the
money they worked so hard to earn.

The Republican Congress did the fol-
lowing things. We cut taxes for fami-
lies with children by providing a $500-
per-child tax credit to help parents
raise their children and to offset the
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erosion of personal exemption from in-
flation. With this tax cut, 28 million
families would pay fewer taxes. In my
home State of Texas, 2 million families
would pay fewer taxes under the bill we
passed last year.

We encouraged families in that bill
to save for retirement, with my home-
maker IRA proposal that I have been
working for 2 years to get put forward,
and other expanded individual retire-
ment accounts. This Congress believes
in the expansion of IRA’s because that
is people taking responsibility for their
own retirement. It is our encourage-
ment for them to do so.

I want the homemakers of this coun-
try, Mr. President, to also have the
ability for their retirement security
because I believe the work done inside
the home is every bit as important, and
probably more so, than the work done
outside the home. We should not penal-
ize the hard-working family that has
the ability for the mother to stay home
and raise the children or the family, if
that is the choice. Many people stretch
to make that happen. The current Tax
Code prevents married couples who
rely on the one income from equitably
providing for their retirement security
by limiting homemaker deductions to
$250.

I think it is an outrage in this coun-
try. In fact, here is what the numbers
show. If you work outside the home,
you can set aside $2,000 a year. If you
work inside the home, you set aside
$250 a year.

What this means is that under cur-
rent law, a single-income married cou-
ple saving $2,250 a year for 30 years will
have $188,000 for their retirement nest
egg. With the bill we passed in Con-
gress so that both spouses are able to
set aside $2,000 a year, after 30 years
they would have a nest egg of $335,000—
$335,000, an increase in $150,000 for that
working family.

We also helped families by permit-
ting tax-deferred savings in an IRA for
education costs, for medical expenses,
for first-time home purchases, and al-
lowing penalty-free withdrawals during
times of unemployment. That encour-
ages savings, and it also helps people
with emergency needs that they may
have so that they know, if they do set
aside for their retirement security but
they need a little bit extra to educate
their children, or if they become unem-
ployed, or if they have a bigger medical
expense than they can afford, or to buy
their first home, they can take from
that tax-free income that has built up
without the huge penalty that discour-
ages them from providing for their re-
tirement.

That is what we do in the bill that we
passed. And we stopped penalizing
young couples for getting married. We
increased the standard deduction for
married couples filing jointly. In other
words, by the year 2005, under the bill
we passed, the marriage penalty would
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be eliminated for couples that do not
itemize their deductions.

So we encouraged marriage and fam-
ily rather than discouraging it by say-
ing you are going to pay more if you
get married than you would have to
pay if you stay single.

We cut capital gains taxes to encour-
age and reward investment. We wanted
to create new businesses that create
new jobs because we understand that
the small businesses create the jobs in
this country. It is not the giant cor-
porations; it is the small businesses. A
capital gains tax reduction helps them
to be able to buy that piece of equip-
ment or make that capital investment
that will create the jobs that will get
this economy going again.

We cut estate taxes. We cut estate
taxes so that years of hard work would
not be wiped out in a generation so
that a family that inherits a small
family business or a small family farm
will not have to sell these unreadily
salable assets in order to pay taxes to
the Government.

Our tax cuts would reduce the tax
burden on the people who actually pay
taxes, Mr. President. More than three-
quarters of the cuts in the first year in
the bill we passed go to the middle
class making under $75,000 a year.

Who are those people? They are
mothers and fathers who will get help
raising their children with a $500 child
tax credit.

They are homemakers who will get
the opportunity to contribute the max-
imum amount to an IRA for retirement
security so that, if the homemaker
loses her spouse, she will be able to
have something that is her own, that
will help her in her retirement years.

They are married couples who will
have the Tax Code's marriage penalty
reduced.

They are savers who are trying to
buy a first home or pay for college for
their kids.

They are small business owners who
have spent their lives building a busi-
ness and want to pass it to their chil-
dren without the huge taxes that some-
times require the sale of that small
business by the heirs because they do
not have the cash to pay taxes.

They are investors who provide the
capital to start businesses and create
jobs.

Our tax cuts helped all Americans. It
would put more money in people’s
pockets, and it would increase jobs. To-
gether with a balanced budget, it would
lower interest rates and increase the
standard of living for millions of Amer-
icans.

So why do I keep talking about what
the proposals would have done? I talk
about it as if it did not happen because
it did not happen. Congress passed ev-
erything I have talked about, and
President Clinton vetoed it. That is
why I am still talking about it.

After running for President in 1992 on
a middle-class tax cut, in 1993 Presi-
dent Clinton raised taxes on middle-
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class Americans while he claimed to
only hit the rich. His taxes took what
could have been a robust recovery and
made it a weak, lackluster recovery.

The economic reports came out last
week, and they said the economy is
getting better. I cannot remember a
time when the economic reports were
coming out saying things were better
when people do not feel it. If you ask
someone what their major concern is,
they say job security. That is what
they say. I do not care what the num-
bers are showing. It is what is in some-
body’s gut. They do not feel secure be-
cause they sense more taxes, more reg-
ulation, and more encroachment on
their freedom and independence. They
know things are not the way they used
to be.

So why, Mr. President, do people not
feel so good when all the numbers say
things are getting better? Big govern-
ment. Big government. Big government
is costing jobs for the American people.

A report from the Rochester Insti-
tute of Technology estimates the di-
rect cost of complying with Féderal
regulations to be about $668 billion in
1995.

The bottom line is, Mr. President, to-
morrow Americans are going to stop
working full time to pay taxes. But we
have not even talked about the hidden
cost of regulations. They are going to
work until July 3 to finish their obliga-
tion for all of the cost of government—
regulations, as well as taxes.

So, hopefully, on July 3, we can talk
about the cost of government. But
today we are just talking about the
cost of taxes.

I do not think that Americans in gen-
eral object to taxes. In fact, the Read-
er's Digest poll taken recently shows
that Americans believe they should
pay taxes to live in this great country
for what this country gives them back
in services and freedom. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, they believe about 25 percent for
a family of four is the maximum that
government should take from them.
They believe they should be able to
keep 75 percent of what they work
every day to earn. In fact, however,
they are paying about 40 percent.

We are working every day in Con-
gress to bring that number down. If we
could just get the President to work
with us instead of just talking about it,
we could make a difference for the
American family. We could put govern-
ment in the role that it should have,
and we could give the people of this
country their buying power back. They
work for this country. They work for
their families. We want them to keep
what they earn.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Texas for her
remarks on the economic aspect of
taxes on the American family.

I now yield up to 10 minutes to my
distinguished colleague from Iowa.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Texas just gave a very
good explanation of what was in the
bill that the President vetoed. I think
it is a good exercise once in a while to
remind ourselves and the public—be-
cause the public is cynical about
whether or not we ever kept our com-
mitments of the last 15 years to pass a
balanced budget—that we passed a bill,
a 1,800-page bill. This balanced budget
legislation was the product of 8 months
of work by 13 different committees in
this body to balance the budget; not
only balance the budget but to help
lower mortgage interest rates down by
$2,300 a year, student loan interest
rates by $603 a year, and interest rates
on a car loan by $§150 a year. You can go
on and on about the benefits of bal-
ancing the budget by reducing the in-
terest rates by 2 percent, according to
Greenspan, but Congress also offered
all of the things that the Senator from
Texas referred to—IRA’'s for home-
makers, expanding IRA’s for every-
body, a 81,000 tax cut for a family of
four, and estate tax reductions, and
welfare reform that turns welfare over
from the Federal bureaucracy to the
States to administer because the
States are doing a better job of it than
we are in Washington, saving the tax-
payers $58 billion, and saving Medicare
from bankruptcy in 6 years. Medicare
is going to be bankrupt in 6 years. We
knew that a year ago. That is why we
addressed the issue in this bill. This is
the bill that President Clinton vetoed.
It has been referred to by Senator
NIcKLES and Senator HUTCHISON. I
think we ought to think of this as a
document that people do not think we
passed because the President is on TV
saying he is for balancing the budget
and making some citizens ask: Where
are the Republicans?

Well, where was the President last
year when we were balancing the budg-
et? Now, I will tell you that he was
passing the buck. We do not want to
pass the buck. We just want to get
down and get the job done again.

Part of the issue that we are dealing
with today, as everybody has been
hearing, is that we are recognizing to-
morrow as national tax freedom day. It
is a sad commentary that we are to
May 7 before people are done paying
their taxes and can start working for
themselves and their families. But also
it is beneficial to remind people that
this is a day when they can start work-
ing for themselves, if they are average
Americans, because I think most peo-
ple feel that Congress is so irrespon-
sible that average Americans never get
done paying taxes. But we have tax
freedom day to bring people’s attention
to the fact that an annual point arrives
where our people stop toiling away to
fund big Government and begin toiling
away to fund their families and their
ways of life.
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I am happy to say that in my State
of Iowa, our citizens are slight winners
in this year’s tax freedom day lottery.
For the people of my State, tax free-
dom day was Saturday, May 4, instead
of tomorrow, May 7. As you can imag-
ine, the people in my State find this 3-
day victory to be somewhat shallow in
comparison to what others, including
the Federal Government, expect of
them. The fact that we have 3 days
more of tax freedom than most people,
I suppose, is a tribute to Iowa officials
being more fiscally responsible on
State and local spending than we are at
the Federal level as opposed to other
States. For Iowans, it took 125 days
this year, including weekends, to make
it to this mock Federal holiday. For
the first 18 weeks of 1996, working
Iowans gave up their hard-earned
money to fund Federal, State and local
coffers. Finally, on May 4, Iowans
began to keep what they might earn
for the remainder of 1996. They only
now begin to work to pay for the things
that they must to do and what their
families want to do and what they have
a responsibility to do.

If you remember back to the 1992
Presidential campaign, Vice President
GORE traveled the country giving his
now famous economic speech in which
he said:

Everything that should be up is down, and
everything that should be down is up.

I think this theme can also be ap-
plied to President Clinton’s budgetary
policy.

Common sense tells us that when
things go up, something else comes
down. So when the Government’s budg-
et for spending grows, obviously, the
family budget shrinks. Another way to
describe this bloated economic policy
is by means of the Washington tax-and-
spend syndrome. Some folks in Wash-
ington fail to understand that most
Americans are not satisfied with the
way their tax dollars are spent. Again,
I should like to remind my tax-and-
spend colleagues that money does not
grow on trees.

Unlike the retail and service sectors
of our private economy, the dissatisfied
taxpayer, in dealing with the Federal
Government, cannot demand a Govern-
ment refund for poor services rendered.
Many Americans feel shortchanged for
helping to support programs that they
do not believe in or use. When it comes
to spending money on families, the
choice should belong to taxpayers, not
to the Federal bureaucrats.

Washington deficit spending is the
public’s greatest outrage of all. Tax-
payers want to know why the Federal
Government has spent more money
than it has collected for each of the
last 27 years. Ending this trend of 27
vears of spending more than we take in
is what balancing the budget last year
was all about—the budget that the
President vetoed. Because unlike the
Federal Government, working families
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live on limited budgets and balance a
checkbook. Not the Federal Govern-
ment. But those same working families
expect the same of Uncle Sam, to bal-
ance the checkbook and to be in the
business of life and operating profit-
ably.

Because JIowans are economically
conservative by nature, most of my
citizens are outraged by the fact that
Washington cannot get its fiscal house
in order. The willingness to pay their
share of Government services becomes
harder to swallow when wasteful and
inefficient Government programs con-
tinue to expand.

I should like to give you an example
that I had something to do with bring-
ing to the public's attention last year.
Consider the estimated $200,000 expense
for a flight from Naples, Italy, to Colo-
rado Springs, CO, U.S.A., last year by
an Air Force general. About 36 tax-
paying families in Iowa worked all of
last year just to pay for General Ashy,
an aide, and his cat to jet nonstop
across the Atlantic with two inflight
refuelings. He could have taken a com-
mercial airline flight for $1,500.

This disconnect between elected offi-
cials and the public will continue to
widen if Washington clings to the fis-
cally irresponsible status quo. Last
fall, Republicans made many tough de-
cisions in order to pass the first Bal-
anced Budget Act since 1969.

And again, I do not think we can hold
this up too often to say, ‘‘Here it is. We
passed it.” One person stands in the
way of this being law or not, and that
is the President of the United States,
Bill Clinton, because he vetoed it. -

When the smoke from last year’s
budget battle cleared, it was obvious
that no one won. We passed it, but we
did not win. The President vetoed it,
and you might say he won the public
relations battle because he is on tele-
vision having everybody believe that
he thought of the balanced budget. It
was 6 months past the last election
when we won an election on a promise
to balance the budget that the Presi-
dent said, “Well, I am for a balanced
budget, but we will do it in 10 years.”
It has only been since January 13 that
he came around to doing it in 7 years
as we are doing it with this legislation
that he vetoed.

The President still leaves about 87
percent of his expenditures to be made
in the years 2000, 2001, and 2002. That is
a long way off and is difficult to plan
for.

The American people do not have a
balanced budget, so I still have to say
even though we passed it, the public
has not won yet. In fact, they are los-
ing every day that we do not balance it
for next year. More importantly, faith
in Government suffers yet another set-
back.

As the Senator from Texas said, we
have to work to restore the $500-per-
child tax credit. In addition, we are
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going to repeal Clinton’s 1993 gas tax,
and we are going to do that because the
President ran on a platform in 1992 in
which he stated so often that an in-
crease in the gas tax is sticking it to
the low- and middle-income working
people of America and the retirees. The
President said that he is not for doing
that, and yet he did it within 6 months.
We voted against it, so obviously we
are still sticking by our convictions
not to be for the President’s gas tax in-
crease because it is regressive. We have
a chance now with high gasoline prices
to make the point and to repeal some-
thing the President said in 1992 he was
not going to do anyway. So that is why
we are doing it. But we are also in the
process of trying to free working poor
and middle-income families from ex-
cessive tax burdens.

So Iowans, the people of my State,
marked tax freedom day on May 4, 1996,
and the rest of the country tomorrow,
May 7.

During this period, and especially
today, I believe it is the duty of the
President to agree with Congress to cut
spending and to provide tax relief so
that Iowans, and their friends in every
other State in the Union, can com-
memorate this day earlier next year.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
compliment my colleague, the Senator
from Iowa. He reminds me of what I
said in my opening remarks when I was
rebutting the statement by the Sen-
ator from Virginia, who thought the
courageous thing to do was to keep the
gas tax in place. And he reminds us
that the President himself came to the
American people in 1992 and said, as
you just heard from the Senator from
Iowa, that a gas tax is not the thing to
do and it is particularly harmful to
people with low income, the middle
class, and seniors. That whole episode
is interesting to me because it was
such a center point of the President’s
campaign, that he would lower taxes
on America’s middle class. The bags
were not unpacked before that promise
was forgotten. Then, by August 1993, as
the Senator from Iowa has alluded to,
we were confronted with the largest
tax increase in American history.

So you go to the American people
and say I am going to lower your taxes.
Then you come up here and raise them
the highest they have ever been raised.
And no wonder a cynicism begins to set
in across the land about the way Wash-
ington works. The bottom line here is
that Americans are working 40 to 50-
plus percent of a work year for a gov-
ernment. I know Thomas Jefferson, if
he were here today, would be as-
tounded. If you read back through his
remarks, time and time again he warns
and points to the egregious behavior of
governments when they consume too
much of the fruits of labor. He said it
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throughout his life and throughout his
working in the founding of the Govern-
ment. He also warned us that govern-
ments by their nature do just that. I do
not believe a single Founder could ever
conceive that our Government would
be a government that sweeps half the
earnings away from an American fam-
ily.

I have spent a good bit of my time
talking about this average family and
what the burden of taxes does to them.
I would like to visit on this just a little
bit more. I often refer to Ozzie and Har-
riet as the quintessential family of the
1950’'s. When Ozzie and Harriet were
working in the workplace, Ozzie sent 2
cents out of every dollar he earned to
Washington. But if he were here today,
he would send up to 24 cents; from 2
cents up to 24 cents out of every dollar
of his wages being sent to Washington.

That fact raised several questions in
my mind. All of us in the country are
very concerned, deeply concerned
about the behavior of our families and
the changes that have occurred. It cre-
ated a deep worry. We have heard Sen-
ators say here: If you ask parents
today if they are better off than their
parents, they say yes. But for the first
time in American history if you ask
them do you think your children will
be better off than you, they say no.
That is the first time that has ever
happened in America.

What has been the force that created
this sense of pessimism? My argument
is that there is no single institution or
structure or force on the American
family that has so profoundly affected
the way they live and function as has
had their government; more than Hol-
lywood, more than pop music stars—
government. What other force sweeps
through the family and takes half of
everything those bread earners earn?

When I was a kid I was told the larg-
est single investment I would ever
make is my home. My guess is the Pre-
siding Officer was told the same thing.
But that is not true anymore. We have
to change the rhetoric. We now have to
tell America's children the single larg-
est investment you will ever make is
government. It now surpasses housing;
your home, clothing, education, and
transportation combined. So no insti-
tution has had a more profound effect
on the way the American family func-
tions than the government.

There is a lot of discussion in today’s
workplace about both parents having
to work and not, therefore, having the
opportunity to spend enough time with
the family in setting the standards, in
monitoring what is going on in the
family. I would allege that the single
greatest force in our country that has
caused families to have both parents in
the workplace is the government, too.
In fact, I was so curious I wanted to
know, from 1950—Ozzie and Harriet—to
now, the increasing number for which
both parents work each succeeding
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year. Then 1 tracked that scale or
growth against the increased tax bur-
den. Mr. President, you will not be sur-
prised, nor would anybody else, that
those two lines on a graph track each
other almost simultaneously. In other
words, every year, as the Government
added yet another gas tax or raised the
income tax or some other scheme to
get more of the revenue of that work-
ing family, each time they did that an-
other so many thousands of American
families were forced to make the deci-
sion that both spouses had to work.

In faect, both parents today work on
each day longer earning taxes to give
to the government than they spend
with their own family. They are now
investing more of their workday work-
ing to pay off this tax burden and the
debt and the interest on the debt and
all the commensurate effects of tax-
ation and regulatory burdens—they are
spending more time doing that than
they are raising their own families. Is
there any wonder, then, that the be-
havior of that family is changed? It
should not be a surprise to any of us.

If you ask the second spouses today if
they are working on their own, volun-
tarily, 85 percent say no. Mr. Presi-
dent, 85 percent would do something
differently. A third of them would stay
home. If they had their option, they
would stay home. They cannot. They
cannot make ends meet without both
of them being in the workplace. A third
of them would volunteer, they would
like to be in the workplace as volun-
teers. And another third would modify
the amount of time that they are in
the workplace.

So I wonder, you almost wish that we
could cause the Federal Government or
all governments to put on the tax
form: ‘“This is how many days your
family has to work to meet this obliga-
tion,”” because I am convinced that
there are not many families who think
they are working from January 1 to
May T—or, as the Senator from Texas
pointed out, to July 3, if you add the
regulatory burden in—that they work
until midyear before they have the op-
portunity to keep one dime for them-
selves, one dime to pay for what they
are responsible for accomplishing for
the country. This is a sad state of af-
fairs and I believe all of us need to be
engaged in absolutely sound, fun-
damental policy to push that burden
back.

If America were picking the date,
they would pick March 1; that they
would have worked from January 1 to
March 1, and that is a fair deal between
that family and the Government:
March 1. But, instead, because of all
these pressures—I guess courage has
been alluded to by the Senator from
Virginia—they now work until May 7
instead.

Mr. President, we have just received
a white paper from the Manufacturing
Institute called ‘‘Improving the Eco-
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nomic Condition of the American
Worker."

I would like to read just a small piece
of what this report says. It is entitled:
“Government Obstacles to Wage
Growth and Job Creation.”

Taxes, particularly payroll taxes, account
for much of the slowdown in compensation
growth.

We read every day articles concern-
ing the anxiety in the American family
from economic pressures in the family.
But this report says:

Taxes, particularly payroll taxes, account
for the slowdown in compensation growth.

It says:

Had the relative tax burden remained at
the level of 40 years ago, today’s typical fam-
ily would have an extra $8,847 in disposable
income each year.

Eight-thousand dollars. Now remem-
ber, Mr. President, a moment ago I said
that average family is earning about
$40,000 a year. This is the equivalent of
a 20-percent pay increase, $8,847 in ad-
ditional income.

Based on an analysis of Census Bureau fig-
ures by the Tax Foundation, the median two-
earner family paid about 20 percent of its in-
come in 1955. In 1995, taxes took an esti-
mated 37 percent. The change is even more
apparent when it comes to payroll taxes
which represent the largest tax on many em-
ployees. Social Security and Medicare taxes
are 45% times higher today than in 1955.

These are the reasons Ozzie was only
sending 2 cents to Washington and
today he is sending 24 cents.

Median income, on the other hand, is only
10 times higher. Companies today are bur-
dened by heavy, nonproduction costs largely
created by government—

Just as we have been saying all after-
noon.

The major ones are government regula-
tions, legal services and taxes. If these costs
could be reduced significantly, companies
would have more resources available to ex-
pand and hire more workers and pay higher
wages. The current regulatory system is too
costly.

The Senator from Utah was talking
about this very point.

In my closing minutes, I want to
point out that elections have con-
sequences. President Clinton’s efforts
on the economy in 1993 really had a
major effect on the American family.

It is important to note that since
this administration came to office in
January 1993, virtually everything they
have done has pushed and mounted the
economic burden on the American fam-
ily and American business. In other
words, with all the American people
saying, ‘“We're being taxed twice what
we should be, we should be free to earn
our own money on March 1, not May
7,” but this administration came here
and has pushed the tax burden higher,
blocked regulatory reform by arguing
against it here on the floor, so the reg-
ulatory burden is mounting.

Since Clinton has been President,
regulatory costs to the American fam-
ily have risen about $300 per year.
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Their taxes have gone up. They are
working even more for the government
than they were when this administra-
tion came to office, even though this
administration said, ‘“You will be
working less for the government.
That's our promise to you. You’ll work
less. It won't be May 7; we're going to
go back the other way.”

Wrong. Wrong. That promise was left
at the doorstep of the White House, Mr.
President, and they work more than
when this administration came to of-
fice and they have more regulatory
burden today than they had then. As
we said earlier, the largest tax increase
in  history—32556 billion in higher
taxes—gas taxes, Social Security taxes,
a $31 billion increase in the gas tax,
and, as we have all alluded, that has a
particularly regressive effect on low-
income Americans; less family income.

According to the Joint Economic
Committee, after-tax median family
income for a single-earner family has
fallen $803 during the Clinton Presi-
dency. If real after-tax incomes had
grown at the average rate of the
Reagan expansion, 1983 to 1989, single-
earner median family income would be
$1,274 per year higher.

People are spending less time at
home with their families and more
time working to pay for big Govern-
ment. According to the Tax Founda-
tion, Americans will spend 2 hours, 47
minutes—3 hours—of each working day
laboring to pay taxes, and they will
work this year until tomorrow, May T,
just to pay Federal, State, and local
taxes.

Mr. President, the 1993 budget has
cost America dearly. It has cost her 1.2
million in additional private sector
jobs between 1993 and 1996; a total of
$2,600 in after-tax income for every
household in America between 1993 and
the end of 1996; roughly $465 in wages
and salaries in 1996 alone. The list goes
on.
The point we are making is that
American families work too long for
the government and not enough for
themselves, and this administration
has made that situation worse, not bet-
ter. They promised to make it better.
They did not. Worse yet, they made it
worse.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr, THOMAS. Mr. President, I am
sure there will be more conversations
today, as there should, about the fact
that this is tax freedom day. This is
the day that has been determined that
each of us on the average has worked
since the first of the year until now to
pay our taxes to this country.

A typical family of four pays 38.2 per-
cent of their income in taxes. That is
for all governments.

In Wyoming, and this is the U.S. Cen-
sus estimate, the median income for
families is about $47,000. Federal taxes
are about $10,000; local and State taxes
are another $5,000 or $6,000, for a total
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of $16,000 in direct taxes. The estimated
cost of Federal regulation for a family
is about $6,600. Excess family interest
payments caused by Federal borrowing
are approximately $2,000 for a total of
$24,000 that goes to taxation.

So, Mr. President, it is an appro-
priate day for us to take a look at what
we do with taxes. I would like to ap-
proach it from just a little different
angle. Of course, taxes are dollars,
taxes are numbers when we talk about
those, but I think also there is a con-
cern that we ought to have that taxes
also are related to the size of Govern-
ment. They are more than money.
They have to do with the kind of Gov-
ernment we have. They have to do with
the number of Government programs
that we expect, and there is a relation-
ship between spending and taxes.

Of course, we ought to be willing to
pay for the programs that we want. We
have not done this. For 40 years, we
have not balanced the budget. What we
have done is said, ‘“Yes, we want more
programs, but we are going to charge
them to our kids; we’re not going to
pay for them.”” We ought to be willing
to pay for the programs that we want.

I think that the message in the elec-
tion of 1994, and we are coming up to
another one in 1996, the message was,
“government is too big, the Federal
Government is too big, it costs too
much and we are overregulated.”

Too often in the past 40 years, we
have said, “Well, we have all these pro-
grams. The question is, how do we pay
for it,” instead of taking a look each
time at what programs we have, how
effective those programs are, where
should those programs be cared for, do
they, indeed, need to be there at all.

One of the problems is we have been
sort of distanced from the idea of pay-
ing for them. The best relationship be-
tween a taxpayer and his or her Gov-
ernment is that as a taxpayer in a
school district where the proposition is
we need a new school or we need a new
science lab, we say, ‘‘All right, it costs
r amount of dollars to have this new
science lab. It is going to cost you this
much on your taxes next year,”” and
you make the decision whether or not
you are willing to pay a cost-benefit
ratio. Is it worth it to you to pay for
that program?

The Federal Government removes us
from that. It removes us in several
ways. That is, most of us have our
taxes withheld, and so we talk about
after-tax dollars, and for some it is
really hard to understand how many
dollars we do pay in taxes.

I think it is great to have a tax day
and say we have worked this year until
now with nothing for ourselves, paid
entirely for taxes. That is part of the
problem.

The other, of course, is the Federal
Government is removed to the extent
that seldom do we have a chance as
taxpayers to say, ‘‘Here's the program,
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here’s what it costs. Is it worth it to
me? Am I willing to pay what it
costs?’’ We do not have that same kind
of cost-benefit ratio opportunity that
we have on the local level.

So I think it is appropriate that
when we talk about taxes and we talk
about the burden and we talk about the
debt and we talk about the future, that
we also take a look at government;
take a basic, long look, some introspec-
tion of you and me as taxpayers and
citizens, saying, ‘I suspect in our form
of government, those who put together
the Constitution did not envision that
40 percent of our earnings, of every-
one’s earnings, on average, would go to
pay taxes for government functions.”
Do you think? I do not think so.

They so clearly defined in the Con-
stitution those things that the Federal
Government should do, and there are
many things, indeed, that the Federal
Government should do. There are many
things that only the Federal Govern-
ment can do—defense, interstate com-
merce, highways—many things.

They also put in the Constitution the
10th amendment which says that only
those things enumerated in the Con-
stitution would, in fact, be carried out
by the Federal Government and others
would be reserved to the States and to
the people. So we find ourselves with a
great relationship between the taxes
we pay and the amount of Government
that we have.

Big spending and big taxes go to-
gether. We have done a number of
things this year to seek to work at
this. When the Republicans came in
and took control of the House and Sen-
ate, they changed the debate. We have
changed the debate from talking about
how do we get more money to continue
to grow, to taking a look at the pro-
grams that are there.

We have changed the debate to one of
examining programs instead of simply
saying they are going to grow some
more, how do you charge it or how do
you put it on the debt or how do you
get some more taxes.

We have changed the debate to bal-
ancing the budget. The budget has not
been balanced in 25 years. For the first
time, the conversation now is toward
balancing the budget. We presented a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution which says, as it does in
almost all State constitutions, that
you cannot spend more than you take
in. It lost by one vote. I hope we get
another chance, Mr. President, to take
a look at that issue, and I think per-
haps we will this week.

In that debate, frankly, we forced the
President to deal with balancing the
budget. The President did not send up
any balanced budgets until this year.
Now, of course, we do not agree with
the way it has been balanced. It does
not do anything about those things
that drive it. But nevertheless, the dis-
cussion now is how do you balance the
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budget, not if you are going to balance
the budget. We have reduced the num-
ber of programs in Government. We
have to do that if we are going to do
anything about taxes. We sought to re-
duce taxes in a couple of instances. We
had regulatory reform.

Mr. President, I guess what I want to
emphasize is we do pay a great deal of
taxes. I think we pay too many taxes.
I think we expect too much from the
Federal Government; that there are
other ways to accomplish those things
more efficiently either through local
government, State government, the
private sector, that we ought to take
our taxes and orient them, direct them
toward those things that only the Fed-
eral Government can do.

But I hope that we do not simply
talk about the amount, because taxes
have a great deal to do with the con-
cept, with the principle of what you do
in the Federal Government. I think
that is a legitimate debate that each of
us ought to undertake as we move into
this election season. Each of us ought
to evaluate in our judgment what role
we think the Government ought to
have at the Federal level, what role
should the centralized Government
have, how much money should we
spend, how do we become responsible
morally, physically to balance the
budget, and that seems to me is what
tax day is about. I am delighted that
there will be discussions about it, there
will be considerable interest in it.

I think one of the things sometimes
we do not even recognize ourselves is
the amount that taxes have increased.
Corporate tax increases between 1992
and 1995 have gone up 55 percent. Who
pays corporate taxes? Corporations? I
do not think so. It is the people who
use their products, of course. They are
passed on.

Personal taxes have gone up 25 per-
cent. Total receipts have gone up 23
percent. At the same time total re-
ceipts and taxes have gone up 23 per-
cent, the GDP has only gone up 16 per-
cent.

So tax increases have outstripped our
growth by at least 1.5 times. Payroll
taxes have gone up 15 percent, and indi-
rect taxes up 11 percent.

I am not opposed to taxes. Taxes are
how we fund our Government. We have
to pay taxes, should pay taxes. We
should pay them fairly. The real issue
is, what do you want to pay for? What
are you willing to pay? What should we
pay for? How do we do it efficiently?
Tax day ought to cause us to consider
those things and consider them as we
come into this election cycle. Mr.
President, I yield the floor.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize tax freedom day; a
day marking the people’s emancipation
from government taxation; a day after
which the American people begin work-
ing for themselves and their families
instead of for the Government; a day
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which continues to recede further and
further every year.

This year, Mr. President, America’s
tax freedom day arrives on May 7. In
my own State of Michigan it arrives
even later—on May 9. Michigan, thanks
to its friendly atmosphere for eco-
nomic growth and investment, is rel-
atively affluent. Thus Michigan pays a
significantly higher portion of its in-
come in Federal taxes than do other
States. We are 13th in the Nation in
total taxes paid, again in large meas-
ure because the Federal Government
takes more from our citizens' pay-
checks than from those of citizens of
other States.

But let us look at the overall tax pic-
ture.

As tax freedom day approaches, Mr.
President, I believe it is appropriate
for us to ask ourselves how much of
their time, what proportion of their
paychecks the American people feel it
is fair for them to be asked to pay to
the government.

When I first saw the results of the
Roper Poll on this subject I was sur-
prised to note that Americans of all
stripes—whatever their race, sex, in-
come level, or political persuasion—
felt it was fair for them to pay a full 25
percent or one quarter of their income
taxes. More astounding, however, is the
proportion they actually must pay in
taxes—over 38 percent.

Americans are willing to pay a quar-
ter of their incomes in taxes, Mr. Presi-
dent, but that is not enough for our
government. No, our government taxes
away over 38 percent of the income of
the average American family.

And the trend is toward more, not
less. The government imposes ever-
higher taxes on America’s working
families. Commerce Department data
reveal that in 1995 total taxes as a
share of the gross domestic product
were the highest in U.S. history. Fed-
eral, State, and local government re-
ceipts consumed a record 31.3 percent
of GDP.

Mr. President, this figure is simply
astounding. Even at the height of
World War II, with America fighting
for her very existence, total taxes only
consumed 25 percent of GDP. In 1992,
only 4 years ago, taxes consumed 30
percent of GDP.

What does this mean? It means that
taxes have risen by 1.3 percent of
GDP—of the size of our entire domestic
economy—since Bill Clinton became
President.

And what does our President propose
to do about this deplorable situation,
in which our economy is operating
under the highest tax burden in his-
tory?

Recent experience does not provide
much hope for relief. In 1993 President
Clinton signed into law the largest tax
increase in history: $241 billion. The
President raised taxes on gasoline. He
raised taxes on Social Security recipi-
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ents. He also hit our senior citizens by
reinstating the highest estate and gift
tax rate of 55 percent. He raised taxes
on small business owners. And he
passed a retroactive tax increase on
the incomes of America’s working fam-
ilies—not only increasing taxes on
their future incomes, but actually tak-
ing a portion of the incomes they al-
ready had earned.

The President’'s tax hikes directly
and indirectly increased the tax burden
on millions of middle-class taxpayers.
Small wonder he recently admitted
that he ‘“may have' raised taxes too
much.

But President Clinton’s contribution
to higher taxes does not end there.
When we Republicans sought to eman-
cipate American families from some of
their tax burden—to make their tax
freedom come earlier in the year—
President Clinton was ready, with his
veto.

Americans should judge for them-
selves the effects of Clinton tax poli-
cies on their ability to keep what they
earn for themselves and their families.
They should ask themselves a few sim-
ple questions.

First, do you have children?

If so, President Clinton’s veto of our
Balanced Budget Act is costing you
$500 per child in tax savings—the
amount of the tax credit we attempted
to give you.

Second, are you married?

If so, President Clinton’s veto is de-
nying you tax savings from a higher
joint standard deduction. Married cou-
ples with average incomes of $50,000
who claim the standard deduction are
paying $217 more than they would oth-
erwise, because of the President’s veto.

Third, are you trying to save for your
retirement?

If so, and you earn more than $40,000
a year or have a nonworking spouse,
President Clinton’s veto cost you §1,120
in IRA tax savings.

Fourth, are you planning to adopt a
child?

If so, President Clinton’s veto cost
you a credit of up to $5,000 to defray
adoption expenses.

Fifth, do you care for an elderly par-
ent at home?

If so, President Clinton's veto is de-
nying you savings from a $1,000
eldercare deduction—that's between
$150 and $280 out of your pocket and
into the Government’s.

Sixth, do you plan to earn taxable
capital gains—for example by selling
your house when you retire?

If so, President Clinton’s veto is pre-
venting you from keeping more of your
profits. The GOP reforms would have
seen that you were taxed on only half
of your net capital gain.

And finally, are you paying off a stu-
dent loan?

If so, President Clinton’s veto is cost-
ing you savings from a maximum $2,500
deduction on the interest paid for the
first 5 years of repayment.
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This veto delayed tax freedom day to
May T—the latest date ever. This veto
extended to 3 hours, out of the typical
8-hour workday, the time Americans
must work just to pay taxes, the long-
est ever. This veto means that the
value of the dependent exemption con-
tinues to decline. Our families are hav-
ing a harder time supporting their chil-
dren, in part because the exemption
has lost much of its value. For the de-
pendent exemption to be worth the
same it was worth in 1960, it would
have to be $3,800 today—S$1,300 more
than the current $2,500.

In short, President Clinton’s policies
have chained America's working fami-
lies to ever-higher taxes, making it
harder and harder for them to support
themselves.

His policies have cut the growth of
Americans’ real personal disposable in-
come. They have hurt the economy, in-
creased taxes and reduced by nearly
$2,600 the amount of money every
American household can use to support
itself. They have contributed to a situ-
ation in which more and more families
have two working parents not out of
choice but out of economic necessity.
At the same time these policies have
reduced the size of parents’ pay-
checks—even as parents face increased
costs for their children’s education,
worries over their own retirement and
concern that they are spending enough
time with their kids.

Americans today are, and have every
right to be worried about their jobs,
concerned about their future, and
angry that the American Dream of
moving up through hard work seems to
be slipping out of reach.

In one generation, Mr. President, the
Government has doubled the amount of
money it takes from the American peo-
ple. It has severely restricted our free-
dom from taxation. And what have we
gotten in return? Certainly not safer
and better schools. Certainly not safer
and cleaner streets. Certainly not re-
duced drug-use and juvenile crime. Cer-
tainly not lower levels of welfare de-
pendency and hopelessness.

No, Mr. President, what Americans
have bought with their tax freedom is
nothing more than increased Govern-
ment control over their lives. And this
must end.

We must free our people from the
chains of overtaxation and overregula-
tion.

We must see to it that Americans
earn more and keep more of what they
earn so that they can do more for their
families and communities.

We must institute reforms-that will
encourage economic growth, lower tax
burdens, and empower America’s work-
ing families to once again take charge
of their own lives, helping themselves
and their neighbors.

What does this mean in practice?

To begin with, Mr. President, it
means relieving American families of
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the burden imposed by the Clinton tax
increases. This is why we must pass the
3500 exemption for all children under
the age of 18.

It also means reducing the amount
Americans must pay for gasoline by
rolling back the 1993 Clinton gas tax
increase that unfairly burdens lower
income working families.

It also means we must create more
and better paying jobs through incen-
tives like a capital gains tax cut that
will encourage businesses to invest in
resources that create jobs.

And it means helping people save for
the future by encouraging retirement
savings and portability.

Finally, Mr. President, it means bal-
ancing the budget and stopping Gov-
ernment from overspending. It means
regaining control over the cost and size
of Government so that the tax burden
and regulatory burden both may be
lifted from the shoulders of the Amer-
ican people.

America always has been the land of
freedom and opportunity. In large
measure this has been true because we
have recognized that opportunity—the
chance to build a decent and rewarding
life for yourself and your family—de-
pends on freedom.

Only with the freedom to work,
move, and invest as we see fit can we
make the most of our capacities.

It is our job, Mr. President, to re-
store Americans’ opportunity by free-
ing them from a Government that
taxes too much and prevents them
from pursuing their own good, and the
good of their families and neighbors.

Tax cuts, growth incentives, and re-
newed responsibility in government
spending and regulation will emanci-
pate the American people from the
chains of taxation and overregulation.

More than this government cannot
provide. Less than this, Mr. President,
we dare not provide.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, before we
get into the Billy Dale bill, because it
is a very important piece of legislation,
as far as I am concerned, I thought I
would spend a few minutes, as chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, talk-
ing about habeas corpus reform be-
cause of the extraordinary action
taken by the Supreme Court last Fri-
day, and then I will launch into the
Billy Dale legislation.

THE SUPREME COURT AND
HABEAS CORPUS REFORM

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, last Fri-
day, the Supreme Court decided to hear
a challenge to the constitutionality of
the habeas provisions in the Anti-Ter-
rorism Act. To examine this issue, the
Court chose the vehicle of Felker ver-
sus Turpin, a case in which the pris-
oner, Ellis Felker, kidnaped, robbed,
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raped, sodomized, and then killed Eve-
lyn Joy Ludlam, a 19-year-old college
student who was working as a waitress.
The Court ordered an expedited brief-
ing and argument schedule, with the
likely result that the Justices will de-
cide the issues involved by the begin-
ning of July.

Mr. President, I ask the Clinton ad-
ministration, and in particular, its So-
licitor General, Drew Days, to vigor-
ously defend the constitutionality of
our habeas reform. Habeas reform was
the heart and soul of the Anti-Terror-
ism Act, and it is the only thing in the
act that will directly affect the per-
petrators of the heinous bombing in
Oklahoma. Without habeas reform,
those who murdered in Oklahoma, like
other convicted murderers throughout
our Nation, will be able to use frivolous
petitions and appeals to prevent the
imposition of their justly deserved pun-
ishments.

It is a sad day when we in the Senate
must ask the Justice Department to
vigorously side with the State in a
death penalty case. But I am afraid to
say that we must because of the Clin-
ton administration’s demonstrated re-
luctance to support habeas reform and
the death penalty. Through its Solici-
tor General, the Clinton administra-
tion has failed to support State efforts
to impose capital sentences—a 180-de-
gree turnaround from the policies of
the Reagan and Bush administrations.
For example, in Judiciary Committee
hearings led by myself and Senator
THOMPSON, we learned that, during the
1994 Supreme Court term, the Solicitor
General under the Clinton administra-
tion failed to file even one brief on the
side of the State in death penalty
cases. As this chart makes clear, this is
a sharp drop off from the practice
under the Reagan and Bush adminis-
trations, when that number was 42.9
percent in 1991 and 37.5 percent in 1992.

The Clinton Solicitor General’s fail-
ure to defend the death penalty is only
part of the administration’'s soft-on-
crime litigating positions. In case after
case, the Solicitor General has refused
to appeal cases in which the lower
courts have overruled the Government,
have overturned convictions, or have
made it difficult to prosecute the de-
fendant. Take, for example, the deci-
sion in United States versus Cheely, in
which a panel of Carter judges in the
ninth circuit struck down the Federal
death penalty as unconstitutional. The
Clinton administration’s Solicitor Gen-
eral refused to appeal that case to the
full ninth circuit or to the Supreme
Court. When asked by Senator THOMP-
soN why no appeal was filed, Drew
Days responded that he felt that the
case did not raise large enough con-
cerns to justify a rehearing.

Another example is the case of
United States versus Hamrick. This is
the case in which a prisoner sent a
mail bomb to a U.S. attorney. Luckily,
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the bomb did not go off. Unluckily, a
panel of judges on the fourth circuit
overturned his conviction for assault
with a deadly or dangerous weapon be-
cause those judges felt the bomb was
an incomplete bomb and could not go
off. Again, President Clinton’s Solici-
tor General failed to appeal that deci-
sion, and the fourth circuit had to sua
sponte order a rehearing to reverse
that activist decision.

I could go on. I could describe the So-
licitor General's effort to narrow the
Federal child pornography laws. I could
describe the Solicitor General’s sup-
port for lawsuits by prisoners against
the Arizona prisons. I could describe
the drop-off in the Solicitor General's
support for the State in all criminal
cases before the Court. I have discussed
these cases elsewhere, and I think that
the point is clear. If the administration
were truly serious about fighting
crime, more than 90 percent of which is
prosecuted in State court, then it
should work harder to toughen the ju-
dicially created criminal rules that
bind both Federal and State law en-
forcement, prosecutors, and courts.

The Solicitor General's conduct fol-
lows the rest of the administration’s
opposition to habeas reform and the
death penalty. For example, on the eve
of House debate on the antiterrorism
bill, the White House sent emissaries
to the Hill to lobby for weakening
changes to the habeas reform package.
Abner Mikva, the former White House
counsel, lobbied to restore the de novo
standard of review in habeas petitions,
which would allow Federal judges to
reopen issues that had been lawfully
and correctly resolved years earlier.

Before that, the Clinton Justice De-
partment in 1994 lobbied the House for
passage of the so-called Racial Justice
Act. This provision, in the guise of pro-
tecting against race-based discrimina-
tion, would have imposed a quota on
the imposition of the death penalty. It
would have effectively abolished the
death penalty. When the Senate re-
fused to accept this death penalty abo-
lition proposal, the Clinton administra-
tion issued a directive implementing
its substance to require a racial review
of all Justice Department death pen-
alty decisions.

The weaknesses of the Clinton ad-
ministration and of the Solicitor Gen-
eral to combat crime and to support
the vigorous enforcement of the death
penalty concern me in this case. The
importance of winning this case cannot
be overstated. One of the keys to win-
ning the war on crime is to make clear
society’s determination to mete out
swift, effective justice to those who are
found guilty of violating its laws. Our
habeas reform bill will prevent mur-
derers from abusing our procedural sys-
tem to forestall their punishments.

Because of my concerns about Presi-
dent Clinton’s Solicitor General and
the death penalty, let me announce
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today that I plan to file an amicus
brief before the Supreme Court defend-
ing the constitutionality of habeas re-
form. I invite all interested Members of
both the Senate and the House to join
my brief. We cannot take the chance
that the Clinton administration will
pull another Cheely.

WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE
LEGISLATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of H.R. 2937, involving the reimburse-
ment to the former White House Travel
Office employees, which the clerk will
report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2937) for the reimbursement of
attorney fees and costs incurred by former
employees of the White House Travel Office
with respect to the termination of their em-
ployment in that Office on May 19, 1993.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending: x

Dole amendment No. 3952, in the nature of
a substitute.

Dole amendment No. 3953 (to amendment
No. 3952), to provide for an effective date for
the settlement of certain claims against the
United States.

Dole amendment No. 3854 (to amendment
No. 3953), to provide for an effective date for
the settlement of certain claims against the
United States.

Dole Motion to refer the bill to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary with instructions to
report back forthwith.

Dole amendment No. 3955 (to the instruc-
tions to the motion to refer), to provide for
an effective date for the settlement of cer-
tain claims against the United States.

Dole amendment No. 3956 (to amendment
No. 3955), to provide for an effective date for
the settlement of certain claims against the
United States.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today we
turn to H.R. 2937. This is a bill to pro-
vide for the legal expenses of Billy Dale
and other former White House Travel
Office employees.

Mr. President, today I rise to urge
my colleagues to support the pending
legislation to reimburse the legal ex-
penses incurred by Billy Dale and the
other White House Travel Office em-
ployees who were summarily dis-
charged from their jobs on May 19, 1993.
This is a bill that I believe remedies
the grave miscarriage of justice that
resulted in the wrongful investigation
and prosecution of Mr. Billy Dale and
other former White House Travel Office
employees.

President Clinton has said that he
supports reimbursement of legal fees
for Mr. Dale. I take him at his word. I
am counting on him to make sure that
people on the other side do not delay
this bill, that cloture will be invoked
tomorrow. It is surprising to me, how-
ever, that we are here trying to move
this simple measure that the President
supports, that had overwhelming bipar-
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tisan support in the House, but that
some of my Democratic friends con-
tinue to seek to derail.

It is time to act on this measure and
put to rest the years of unnecessary ex-
pense and inconvenience suffered by
Mr. Billy Dale and his former col-
leagues of the White House Travel Of-
fice. To do anything less, in my opin-
ion, would be to deny justice to those
wrongfully prosecuted by the Govern-
ment.

The issue is simple: Mr. Dale served
his country, at the pleasure of eight
Presidents, as the director of the White
House Travel Office. He faithfully
served both Democratic and Repub-
lican Presidents. He provided years of
service that involved the thankless
task of ensuring that the national and
international media were in a position
to cover and report the movements of
the President to the public. For that,
Mr. Dale and the entire White House
Travel Office staff were fired on May
19, 1993, and fired in what really could
be nothing less than a surreptitious
manner.

As if that humiliation were not
enough, Mr. Dale was thereafter in-
dicted and prosecuted for embezzle-
ment. On December 1, 1995, after 2%
yvears of being investigated by the FBI
and IRS and incurring tremendous
legal expenses, Mr. Dale was tried be-
fore a jury of his peers and, after fewer
than 2 hours of deliberation, found not
guilty of all charges.

The travesty in this story is that the
White House Travel Office employees
simply got caught in the political
crossfire of the new administration.
They had served both Democratic and
Republican Presidents, but found
themselves in jobs that apparently
were an impediment to the ambitious
money-making schemes of some of the
new President’s friends.

President Clinton certainly had the
authority to dismiss the White House
Travel Office staff without cause. I do
not begrudge the President his right to
control White House staff. But subse-
quent to the firings, the Clinton White
House may have felt the need to justify
its actions, given the tremendous
media interest in this dismissal. Unfor-
tunately, in justifying its own actions,
the White House ruined the reputations
of Mr. Dale and his colleagues. The
White House' actions went well beyond
routine termination of jobs at the
President’s pleasure. What happened is
simply unconscionable, and we have to
right these wrongs.

In May 1993, the Travel Office em-
ployees were fired and told to vacate
the premises. In fact, two staff mem-
bers learned of their termination on
the nightly news. That is how this
White House handled it. In an attempt
to justify firing these loyal public serv-
ants, the White House met with and
urged the FBI to investigate the Travel
Office. Usually that is done solely by
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calling anything they think is wrong
to the attention of the Justice Depart-
ment, who then can, if it is deemed
necessary, call in the FBI. That was
not the case here. They actually tried
to influence the FBI to get involved in
what really was a political matter.
They used allegations concocted by
those who had a vested interest in run-
ning the office themselves. Curiously,
the FBI helped craft the White House’
press release about the firings.

The accounting firm Peat Marwick
was hired to do an audit of the office.
The firm’s report, however, did not
substantiate the allegations of mis-
management asserted by the White
House. The firm found only modest fi-
nancial irregularities, which are cer-
tainly not the same thing as embezzle-
ment.

Now, this story would indeed be trag-
ic enough if it ended here. But it does
not. The Department of Justice then
proceeded to indict Mr. Dale, seem-
ingly without concern for the weakness
of its case. The case was so weak that
the citizens sitting on the jury who
heard all the evidence exonerated Mr.
Dale in fewer than 2 hours. For those
who have tried a lot of lawsuits, it
takes that long to organize the jury.
This question of use of the Federal
criminal justice system created a situ-
ation for Mr. Dale where he had to
spend some $500,000, and even consid-
ered taking a plea, when he had com-
mitted no crime, just to end it—just to
end this tremendous fiscal abuse of him
and his family.

Indeed, after the jury dismissed the
allegations, someone leaked the exist-
ence of the plea negotiations to the
public in an attempt to further dis-
credit Mr. Dale’s reputation. The Clin-
ton administration just could not let it
end with Mr. Dale’s acquittal. It had to
take one more swipe at Mr. Dale. Not
only are plea negotiations a necessary
part of our judicial system, they are in-
tended to remain confidential and are
not to be used against a criminal de-
fendant. Mr. Dale likely considered a
plea agreement because he was faced
with a crushing financial problem and
burden, an uncertain future, and want-
ed to put an end to a trial that had be-
come too much of a strain to his family
and reputation.

No one should ever have to be put
through this. No citizen of this country
should be treated in this fashion. I
have to say there have been a number
of innocent citizens through the years
who have had to make pleas just to get
the Government off their back because
the Government has a never-ending
source of funds, where they, of course,
can lose their whole lives and their
whole life’s work. In Mr. Dale’s case,
that is what was happening.

Even so, he was maligned by these
leaks after his acquittal. It has now
been nearly 3 years since the termi-
nation of the White House Travel Of-
fice employees, and they are still in the



10184

unfair position of defending their rep-
utations. It is time to close this chap-
ter in their lives, and it is time to
allow them to have their reputations
back. I cannot, in good conscience, sit
quiet when I believe an arrogant use of
power has taken place. The power of
the White House was used to victimize
the innocent for a President's political
gains. The targeting of dedicated pub-
lic servants, apparently because they
held positions coveted by political
profiteers, demand an appropriate re-
sponse. Although their muddied per-
sonal and smeared personal reputations
may never be fully restored, it is only
just that the Congress do what it can
to rectify these wrongs.

Accordingly, this bill will make Mr.
Dale and the other former White House
Travel Office employees whole, at least
financially. It will never make up for
what they have lost otherwise. But it
will financially, by providing for attor-
ney's fees and expenses related to the
criminal investigation. This is the very
least we can do. After all, we can do
nothing to restore their reputations,
their dignity, or their faith in this
White House.

Let me briefly explain to my col-
leagues what this bill does for the
former White House Travel Office em-
ployees. This legislation provides for
payment of the legal expenses incurred
by Billy Dale, Barney Brasseaux, John
Dreylinger, Ralph Maughan, John
McSweeney, and Gary Wright in con-
nection with the wrongful criminal in-
vestigation launched against them sub-
sequent to their firings. Though Mr.
Dale suffered the greatest financial
losses, the remaining six employees
collectively incurred approximately
$200,000 in their own defense. These six
innocent—let me repeat that, inno-
cent—employees were unjustly dis-
missed so that rich White House cro-
nies could snap up their jobs. While
this bill does not provide for compensa-
tion of all expenses associated with the
investigation into the Travel Office
matters, such as costs incurred while
appearing before Congress, it will pro-
vide for attorney's fees and costs that
resulted from defending themselves
against eriminal investigations.

I thank my colleagues for consider-
ing this piece of legislation and, above
all, the Members of the House for pass-
ing H.R. 2937 with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support. This is an important and
long overdue measure. I find it a great
breach of trust with the American peo-
ple that the awesome prosecutorial
powers of the Federal Government will
be brought to bear on innocent persons
for political motives. Even the White
House in hindsight recognized that jus-
tice in this matter needs to be done. In-
deed, when White House spokesman
McCurry stated, “Yes, and he signed
it,” referring to President Clinton’s in-
tentions to sign this bill reimbursing
Mr. Dale, this was our call to enact

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

this measure. We should all keep this
in mind when voting to pass this bill.

I strongly urge support for the pas-
sage of this legislation.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Christina
Rios, of my staff, be given privileges of
the floor for the pendency of the de-
bate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. This is one of the most
unjust things I have seen in all the
time I have been here. It is just a
shame that the awesome power of the
White House could be utilized in this
fashion. I am pleased that the Presi-
dent basically stands behind this bill
and will not veto this bill. I am pleased
he said he would support this bill. I
hope our colleagues on the other side
will support it, as I hope our colleagues
on our side will support it.

There is no reason in this world why
we do not rectify this kind of wrong
caused by the Federal Government. My
only problem is I wonder how many
other wrongs like this there are in our
system today? I think by and large our
system is as honest and good and de-
cent as it can be, but occasionally we
do find people who play politics with
the law. You should never play politics
with criminal laws. People’s lives, rep-
utations, their very inner psyches can
be completely destroyed when put
through these types of embarrassing,
despicable approaches. I am very upset
about it.

I would like to see this passed with-
out event and without a lot of scream-
ing and shouting. It ought to be done in
a dignified way. Every one of us in this
body ought to be proud to do it and
send this message, not only to this
White House but future White Houses
and future Justice Departments, that
we will not tolerate this kind of action
in the future. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I, as you
know, have made some arguments here
that this is a bill that everybody ought
to be for. It is to right injustices that
were created by certain people at the
White House which the President even
acknowledges in the sense that he said
he would support this legislation. He
does support this legislation. He thinks
an injustice was done, and he thinks
that Billy Dale and the other former
employees ought to be reimbursed
their legal expenses. The President is
behind this.

This is not a partisan issue. But I
just have been informed that the
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Democrats on the cloture vote tomor-
row are going to vote against cloture
on something this bipartisan. Not one
of them is going to speak against it. I
do not think anybody in this body can
speak against this bill. But they are
going to filibuster this bill because
they cannot add the minimum wage to
this bill, or they cannot add any num-
ber of other liberal wish lists to this
bill.

Talk about an unjust situation con-
founding an unjust situation. I cannot
believe that my colleagues are going to
do that on the other side. They ought
to be the first to say, get this bill
through and do it and right this wrong.

When I was a Democrat we were con-
cerned about people’s feelings. We were
concerned about compassion. We were
concerned about injustice. We would
move heaven and Earth to try to do
something about it. But that is one
reason I left the party. Politics is more
important than anything else, I guess.

I am calling on my colleagues on the
other side to do something about this.
This is a wrong that ought to be
righted. This man has been mistreated,
and so have his colleagues. His reputa-
tion has been smeared and besmirched.
And everybody in this body knows it,
and everybody in the other body. The
other body acted with dispatch and
reason and dignity and in a bipartisan
way and passed this legislation. We are
going to correct the legislation with
Senate legislation and send it back.
And it will pass overwhelmingly over
there. And if we play a two-bit game of
not invoking cloture tomorrow I think
that is pathetic.

I challenge my colleagues to wake up
and quit playing politics with stuff like
this. There is a place and a time to fili-
buster. There is a place and a time to
bring up the minimum wage. This is
not one of them. I would be ashamed
not to see this bill just pass right
through especially since nobody over
there is going to speak against it, or if
they are I would like to hear what they
have to say because I am prepared to
rebut anything they say. And I mean I
am really prepared. And they better ex-
pect a rough time if somebody came on
this floor and said that Billy Dale
should not be reimbursed.

Where is the compassion the Demo-
crats say they have? Where is the fair-
ness? Where is the care for somebody
who has been besmirched, and every-
body admits it, who had to go through
2% years of being brutalized in a full-
fledged criminal trial where it got so
bad and his expenses were so high and
his family was going down the drain
that the fellow was ready to even take
a guilty plea or a plea to a minor of-
fense in order to get the doggone ordeal
over, which happens from time to time
to innocent people. Fortunately, it
went to the jury, and in this country,
having tried hundreds of jury cases,
hundreds of them, I have to tell you, I
believe in that jury system.
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After the O.J. Simpson vote, I was in-
terrogated on that, and I said I will go
with the jury. I may have my own
opinions, but I am going to go with the
jury. In this case there is no question
about it, and everybody pretty much
admits it.

If we are going to play games with
this type of stuff—I do not mind my
friends on the other side finding fault
and hustling against legislation they
despise or think is wrong. I do mind it
on this legislation.

Let me tell you something. There are
two sides to the minimum wage. There
are two sides to abortion. There are
two sides to all these buzz issues. There
are not two sides to this issue. There is
one side. And I do not know anybody
who could rebut it or who would have
the temerity to come out here and try
to rebut it.

So I think it is time to quit playing
games with something like this.

Surely, the tree was tied up. I was
not here, but it was tied up because we
did not want any games played on
something that will right the injus-
tices of the past like this bill does.

I am calling on my colleagues on the
other side to give some consideration
to not just me as chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee, who has tried to
work with them in so many ways, but
to their own President who said he sup-
ports this legislation and get it over
with. It is to their advantage to get it
over with rather than have to beat this
to death over the next few days. I do
not want to stand here and just keep
pointing out the White House defi-
ciencies on it. I wish to right this
wrong, get it over with and then not
talk about it anymore.

So I am calling on my friends on the
other side to give some consideration
to the work that some of us are doing.
I know they feel deeply about the mini-
mum wage. Some on our side feel deep-
ly on the other side, and there is going
to be a battle on minimum wage sooner
or later around here. This is just not
the right vehicle to bring the com-
plaint about, have someone to bring up
their special amendments on this. I
think this is the time to do what is
right.

If the President said he opposed it,
OK, I can accept it. But I am calling on
the President of the United States to
get with it as my friend and the friend
of every Democrat over here and to
talk to our colleagues on the other side
and to say look, fellows, men and
women on the Democratic side of the
floor, this is something that has to be
done and it should not be delayed and
it ought to be done now.

I am calling on the President of the
United States to see that this gets
done. I expect to do my very best to get
it done, and I hope this rumor that I
am hearing is not true. If it is, I have
to say that the comity in this body is
just breaking down. I do not want to
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see that happen because there are a few
of us who want to see things resolved.
A few of us want to resolve some of
these problems. Where we have head-
butting things where both sides feel
very deeply, that is another matter.
But on most matters around here we
will resolve them, and this matter
should not even be in question.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
heard the statement of the distin-
guished Senator from Utah, and I did
not even have my television monitor
on.

I wish to begin in my response in
agreement with what the Senator has
just articulated. I believe as he be-
lieves, and there is no one who cares
more deeply about comity in this body
than does the distinguished Senator
from Utah—about the need for comity,
about the need for ways in which to re-
solve our differences in a reasonable
way, in a bipartisan or nonpartisan
way, and that ought to extend to legis-
lation that may divide us as well. As he
has indicated, this bill does not divide
us. I do not know that there will be a
vote against this particular piece of
legislation when we get to that point.

I think the Senator from Utah under-
standably underestimates the extraor-
dinary frustration that Democrats are
feeling given the current cir-
cumstances. We were told that the so-
called Presidio bill was not the bill
with which to offer the minimum wage
amendment, and it was dropped. We
were told then that the term limits bill
was not the bill with which to offer the
minimum wage amendment, and it was
dropped. We were told that the immi-
gration bill was not the bill with which
to offer the minimum wage amend-
ment, and again it was dropped.

On bill after bill after bill after bill
after bill, the Republicans have said
this is not the bill, this is not the legis-
lation, and in fact in most cases,
whether it was the Presidio legislation
or immigration, in many of those cases
we then voted for cloture in an effort
to move this process along in the name
of comity, in the name of trying to re-
solve the pending issue because, as the
distinguished Senator from Utah said,
we ought to be able to do that.

And we have also said, look, we will
agree to a time certain. We will agree
not only to a time certain with regard
to how much time is actually devoted
to the debate on minimum wage, we
will take a half hour and a vote; we
will do it this afternoon, tonight, to-
morrow. If that cannot be done as part
of an amendment to a bill, we will take
it standing alone any time in the next
few weeks. Tell us when. And that too
has been denied us.

S0, Mr. President, I have to ask,
what does a guy do? How do you re-
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solve this with comity? How do you re-
solve this in a way to try as best we
can to work through these issues and
yet be sure that we as Democrats are
given an opportunity to address a very
important issue?

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield
on that point?

Mr. DASCHLE. When I finish, I will
be happy to yield. I would be more than
pleased to enter into a dialog with my
colleague from Utah but let me just
finish some thoughts here.

1 am disappointed, frankly, after all
these weeks and with all of these good-
faith efforts made, as amendments
have come up, as bills have been con-
sidered, that we have not been able to
resolve this matter. I do not know how
much longer it will take, but I do know
this. It appears more and more that
many of our Republican colleagues se-
cretly desire to be in the House of Rep-
resentatives. I would urge them to run
for the House of Representatives if that
is their desire. If they want the luxury
of eliminating the opportunity for the
minority to offer amendments, if they
want the luxury of saying we are not
going to have a debate about an issue
that we do not want to debate, then
run for the House. I still think there
may be some seats open this year.
They could try it even this year. My
heavens, if you want to be in the Sen-
ate, if you want all the opportunities
that the Senate provides us for good,
unlimited, open debate, then let us not
act like the House of Representatives.
Let us not foreclose every single option
that Senators are supposed to have, to
be able to consider and vote, consider
amendments and consider issues in a
bona fide way, trying to work through
our differences. That is what this is all
about.

But to be shut off, bill after bill after
bill after bill, and to be told now this is
not the bill either, in spite of the fact
that we have unanimity on it, I ask the
President, what should we do? We have
no choice, Mr. President. We have no
choice but to make our colleagues un-
derstand that this is the U.S. Senate
and in the U.S. Senate you ought to be
given opportunities.

I have a list here. I do not know, I do
not think I will go through them be-
cause it really does not serve any use-
ful purpose, but I can give you a list of
Domenici amendments, Helms amend-
ments, McCain amendments, Roth
amendments, Gramm amendments,
Hatch amendments—you name it. We
have amendments with just about
every Republican name on them that
were not relevant to a bill in past
years, in past Congresses, offered on
that side and not precluded by the
Democratic majority at the time, be-
cause they thought it was important.
They thought it was important.

So here we are. The roles are re-
versed. We are the minority. Now we
are supposed to offer amendments in
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those situations where we are not able
to get a bill to the floor, and what hap-
pens? It is becoming a pattern. What
happens is a bill is presented to the
Senate floor and the tree is filled.
There are so many leaves on this tree
it looks like a forest in this place. I
must tell you, it gets frustrating when
we are not given the same opportunity
we gave the minority when we were in
the majority.

I am sorry the Senator from Utah is
frustrated. He is beginning to sense a
little of the frustration we feel on our
side. This minimum wage vote will
happen. It is just too bad that it has
not happened already. There will be
other votes that may not be com-
fortable votes. But, my heavens, this is
the U.S. Senate, and we ought to have
an opportunity to debate them, vote
them, have our differences and work
through them. We ought to allow de-
bates to take place.

Indeed, let me end where I began and
where the Senator from Utah ended:
Let there be comity. Let there be a
way in which to resolve these matters
in a good-faith manner. I am prepared
to do that. I know he is prepared to do
that. The sooner it happens the better.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to do that. I believe in comity,
and I have worked hard with my col-
leagues on the other side for comity.
There have been innumerable bills
where the Democrats have brought up
not-relevant amendments throughout
this process.

What has happened here is they
think they have a good political issue
in the minimum wage. There will be a
vote on the minimum wage before this
year is out, there is no question. I do
not blame the majority leader, who is
acting no differently than the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota
when he was majority leader. I do not
blame the majority leader for wanting
to be able to schedule that at the ap-
propriate time, not on every bill.

Also, in my whole time in the Senate
I do not remember a period of time like
the last 2 years where almost every-
thing is filibustered, where it takes a
cloture vote to be able to end the de-
bate. I think part of that came because
our friends on the other side did not
like the Contract With America. They
did not want it to succeed. They have a
right to fight against it, and they have
a right to filibuster against these—but
not everything. I have to admit, as
somebody who has utilized the fili-
buster in the past and is known as
somebody who can utilize it, I have
used it very sparingly, only on major
issues where there are clear-cut dif-
ferences and where it is justified. But
we have had a virtual slowdown on ev-
erything.

Having said that, my colleagues on
the other side have a right to do that.
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I am not going to take that right away.
In fact, I would fight to my death for
the filibuster rule. It is what makes us
different from the House of Representa-
tives. I might also add, I do not know
a Senator who wants to go to the
House of Representatives. I know a lot
of Members of the House who would
like to come here, especially Demo-
crats. I have to say I guess Republicans
have that desire as well.

But to make a long story short, I do
not believe that every bill has to be a
bill where you cannot debate nonrel-
evant amendments, but this is one that
passed 350 yeas to 43 nays in the House.
It is a truly bipartisan bill, one that
rights a terrific wrong that the White
House basically admits was done, one
of which the President said, ‘I support
it. It is the right thing to do.” And
which I think my friends on the other
side ought to accept.

Since nobody opposes this, why make
this the cause celebre with regard to
the minimum wage or any other spe-
cial interest legislation that either
side would like to bring up? Both sides
have their peculiar special interests.
We all know that. Both sides are sin-
cere on these special desires. But this
is one where the President said he
would support it. This is one where 350
Members of the House, Democrats and
Republicans, said they would support
it, and only 43 were against it.

This is one where I think 100 Sen-
ators will support it, at least I believe
100 Senators would, because I think
every Senator here knows this is a ter-
rific injustice. This bill is one that lit-
erally will not repair the reputations
and the lives of those who went
through this horrendous experience but
will at least say to the public at large,
and to them, that we in the Senate
have some consideration for them, we
have some compassion, that we care for
them, that we are sorry for what hap-
pened, and what we can do, we will
have done.

I happen to have a great deal of
friendship for my friend from South
Dakota, the Democrat leader on the
floor. There is no question that we are
close friends. I cannot imagine, know-
ing him as well as I do, that he would
allow his party, his side to be so crass
as to filibuster this bill or to even re-
quire a cloture vote. This side would be
just a voice vote, although I would like
to see everybody stand up and vote 100
to zip to support this bill. I really be-
lieve—I am just counseling my col-
league, whom I care for and he knows
it—I really believe it is the right thing.
We ought to get it over with, get it
done, not spend a lot of time on it, let
these people know Democrats and Re-
publicans are together on this and not
get involved in the quagmire of the
minimum wage or anything else.

I know that is going to come up. I
know it has to come up. I know our
friends in the minority have a right,
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have many rights, and there will be
many tough votes, as the distinguished
Senator says, for both sides. That is
just the way it is, not only in a normal
year but in a Presidential year in par-
ticular. But there are some things we
should do in a bipartisan way. We
should not elevate it to the level of fili-
buster. We should not elevate it to the
level of trying to get one or the other
side's own personal preferences, espe-
cially when the President supports it.

So I am calling on the President. I
am calling on my colleagues on the
other side. I am calling on my friend,
the minority leader, to think this
through and let us get this over with
and do what is right and give these
people a chance to walk away with at
least some measure of dignity, even
though they will never get their full
reputations back in the eyes of some
people. They have been scarred for life.
The least we can do is try to do some
plastic surgery here to make the scars
a little less reprehensible to them. I
think we all ought to have the compas-
sion to do that.

That is all I am asking for. I can live
with whatever the minority wants to
do. I caution the minority to not do
what I have heard might be done and to
really think this through and help me,
as Judiciary Committee chairman, to
get this matter over and done with; get
it over for the White House and done.
Once it is done, it will not be men-
tioned again, to my knowledge, on the
floor. Just go from there. I just think
it makes sense to do that.

But I can live with anything. I have
been around here a long time, and I
have seen a lot of injustices before. But
I think, if we delay this and play games
with this bill, then we will play games
with anything. I think this would be a
tremendous, manifest injustice. That is
my opinion, but I think it is shared by
a wide variety of people on both sides
of the aisle. I think really we ought to.
There will be plenty of chances on
other legislation, there will be plenty
of chances to get the will of the minor-
ity done. I think, just work with the
majority leader. I think it will get
done because I guarantee there is going
to be a bill on it, but it is going to sat-
isfy both sides if it happens. It is not
just going to be a one-sided bill.

I think there will be an appropriate
time to do that. I just believe, and I
think most people who look at this
fairly believe, this is not the bill you
should be playing games with. Having
said that, I respect my dear colleague,
I still love and appreciate him, and I
know he has a tough job. I know he has
to handle his side. But I hope he will
urge them to err on the side of caution,
err on the side of doing what is right,
err on the side of compassion, err on
the side of rectifying wrongs that are
clear-cut wrongs, err on the side of sup-
porting the President.

I think if you do that, you will win a
lot of respect from some people who
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need to respect the minority as much
as I do.

I just wanted to say those things. I
feel deeply about it. I hope my col-
league can help me on this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Democratic leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, once
again, I commend the distinguished
Senator from Utah for appealing to
reason and calm. I was thinking just as
I was listening to his thoughtful re-
marks about how easy it would be to
easily insert the minimum wage as he
made an appeal for compassion, for
doing what is right, for bipartisanship,
for some appreciation of the magnitude
of this problem as it affects those peo-
ple who are directly going to be the
beneficiaries, should the legislation
pass.

Indeed, one could make that case,
that it is time for us to put aside our
partisan differences and do what is
right, recognize that it has been a long,
long time—5 years—since we passed the
minimum wage. The purchasing power
is the lowest it has been now in 40
years.

I would be willing to commit this
afternoon to the chairman of the com-
mittee that we will vote for cloture, we
will vote for final passage if he can
work with me this afternoon to get a
commitment for an up-or-down vote on
minimum wage immediately following
the vote on this particular bill.

If we can do that, we have exactly
what the two Senators currently on the
floor both want: Passage unanimously
perhaps for this legislation, a bill to
provide for the expenses of those who
were victimized by the unfortunate cir-
cumstances in the travel office, and
then send a clear message to more than
14 million Americans, most of whom
are heads of household, that at long
last we are going to give you a little
more empowerment, we are going to
give you a little more purchasing
power. That is really what this is all
about. This is an effort to try to find a
way to address our mutual agendas,
the majority’'s and the minority’s.

I agree with so much of what he said,
but I will disagree with one point. He
made the comment that he has never
seen so many filibusters. Let me tell
you, as one who served in the majority
in the last few Congresses, this side in
the 102d and the 103d Congress, our Re-
publican colleagues were the Babe
Ruths of filibusters. We are still in the
minor leagues when it comes to filibus-
ters, when it comes to shutting this
place down.

At one point, there were 60 filibusters
pending in a Congress. It was unbeliev-
able. There was nothing we could do.
There was no legislation we could ad-
vance. And so we learned, hopefully
well, and we will keep trying to learn
better, we will keep trying to apply the
lessons given us in past Congresses to
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be effective as Members of the minor-
ity, but we are not in that league yet.
It is not even close.

When we have insisted on a filibuster
in large measure is when we have been
prevented from being equal partners in
the legislative process, when we have
not been given an opportunity to offer
amendments, to participate in the de-
bate, to have our say, to have some
balance here in striking this legislative
comity that we do want.

So I hope we can resolve it. I hope we
can find a way to work through this. I
hope that maybe this problem can be
resolved in the next day. I would like
to see in the next 24 hours a way to re-
solve it once and for all. It is within
our grasp. We need to do it. The sooner
we do it, the better.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have
listened to my colleague, and I have to
tell you that I remember the days
when Majority Leader Mitchell was ac-
cusing us of filibustering all the time.
He would call up a bill and then he
would file cloture that very minute and
accuse us of filibustering where there
was no intention to filibuster whatso-
ever.

Be that as it may, I think both sides
have misused the filibuster from time
to time. I think that is one of the
points I made—it can be overused. I
would still fight to my death to keep it
alive, because it makes this the freest
legislative body in the world and it is a
great protection for the minority. I be-
lieve in that because I have been in the
minority and I know how tough it is to
be in the minority. I have no qualms
about saying to the minority leader
that it is a tool that he can use.

I am just suggesting, citing the mini-
mum wage t0 show compassion right
now is not the same as citing the Billy
Dale matter where 100 people here
know he and his colleagues were very
badly treated. There is not the same bi-
partisan support for the minimum
wage.

There is a tremendous set of argu-
ments against the minimum wage. I
feel very deeply mpyself. For instance,
it is ridiculous to tell people we have
to give them a living wage when, in
fact, people who are heads of families
who are on the minimum wage have all
kinds of other Federal benefits that are
added to get them way above the ap-
proximately $8,000 or $9,000 the mini-
mum wage gives them, and we are pay-
ing for it as taxpayers. So it is not like
they are bereft and limited only to
whatever the minimum wage is.

There is the other argument, and a
whole raft of arguments, about loss of
youth jobs for especially impoverished
youth and uneducated youth; their op-
portunities for working are gone. We
can go into that ad infinitum. There

10187

are legitimate arguments against it,
and there is a, almost even, set of view-
points concerning whether it should or
should not be enacted.

I can live with it one way or the
other, to be honest with you, but I
think it is a mistake to keep raising
the minimum wage and raising all the
other social benefits as well and, basi-
cally, decreasing youth jobs by the
hundreds of thousands.

Be that as it may, that is an argu-
ment. There is not the same bipartisan
belief in the minimum wage that there
is in the Billy Dale bill. There are
many vehicles whereby the Democrats
can raise cane about it and can fili-
buster with regard to the minimum
wage, but this should not be one of
them. If the President was against the
Billy Dale matter, I could understand
it, but he is for it.

If the distinguished minority leader
was against rectifying the wrongs done
to Billy Dale and his associates, then I
could understand this, but he is for it.
Are the other Democrats against the
Billy Dale matter? Of course not. They
are for it, and the reason they are is
because it is right.

I think there are things to raise fili-
busters about and things to vote
against cloture on, and I certainly
would fight to my death for the minori-
ty’s right to do that. But there are also
things that are right and wrong, and
the wrongs against Billy Dale and the
way he was treated by this White
House ought to be rectified, and we
could do it like that.

We can do it by doing what we all
know is right and not playing around
with his reputation one more day. I
find it unseemly that because of the
difficulties over the minimum wage
that our colleagues on the other side
might consider not letting this bill
pass and getting it over with and doing
what is right. What really makes it un-
seemly, in my eyes, is that they had
the majority for 2 years, between 1992
and 1994. They had the majority. Where
was the minimum wage then when they
had the majority? Why did they not
pass it then? They not only had the
Senate, they had the House. Where
were all these compassionate minimum
wage advocates in those 2 years?

Why is it suddenly in a Presidential
year that our distinguished friend from
Massachusetts comes on, waving his
arms, saying, ‘‘Oh, we have to do some-
thing about the minimum wage”? Be-
cause he knew that 89 percent of the
major media in this country who sup-
port Clinton were going to get excited
and say, ‘‘Oh, Boe DoOLE looks bad be-
cause he is not for minimum wage.”’

Come on, the people are not stupid.
We know doggone well this is a game
to push up from the bottom so those in
organized labor can make demands at
the top. They know that. It is a game
that has been played for years, and one
reason we are going to get back into
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the inflationary cycle if we get suck-
ered into doing that again.

But even if the minimum wage is
right, if it is so right today, why was it
not right between 1992 and 1994? If I am
shouting here, I hope they can hear me
outside the Chamber. Where were all
the Democrats then, these great sav-
iors of the little people? Why, it was
not politically a great thing to do then
because we would have pointed out how
many jobs would be lost for these dis-
advantaged young people that cannot
get that first inception job. History
shows that if they get that inception
job, it will not be long until they will
be making a lot more than the mini-
mum wage.

But they have to get the job. I might
add, that people who do not get the job
stay in poverty and on welfare. It is
very insensitive to play politics with
the minimum wage. But if it seems im-
portant, if it is one of these absolute
things that we have to have—I have lis-
tened now for weeks to the Senator
from Massachusetts and others who are
advocates for the minimum wage.

It is easy to be advocates, boy, when
you have the major media behind you
because of the recent polls that show
who they do back—90 percent for Presi-
dent Clinton. Where were they, these
wonderful Democrats, these wonderful
liberals who are so concerned about all
the little people out there who think
the minimum wage is such a tragedy?
Where were they between 1992 and
1994—tell me—when they had control of
this body, when they had control of the
other body? Where were they?

Why all of a sudden in an election
year to come out here and play games
with the minimum wage? Why would
they use that gameplaying to disrupt a
bill to correct an absolute legal injus-
tice that all of us admit is a legal in-
justice caused by White House staff,
caused by pure brazen politics, caused
by greed of people who supported the
President?

Why would they want to continue to
talk about this for days on end? You
would think they would have sense
enough to get it over with, especially
since the President says, in the most
sincere fashion possible, “You were
done wrong, Mr. Dale. And I support
the efforts to try and resolve that
wrong.”’ Let the President retire in dig-
nity from the Billy Dale fiasco.

The minimum wage—we can live to
fight that another day. But even so—I
am not going to call it hypocritical—
but where were these wonderful saviors
of the minimum wage in 1992, 1993,
1994? In fact, where were they when
they took over the Senate in 1986, 1987,
1988? We did pass one then, I guess. But
where were they in 1992 and 1994 when
they controlled the Senate, they con-
trolled the House? They could have
done anything they wanted to do. I
guess it was not an election year then.
I guess because this President had won
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the heat was off, and they could wait
to take care of these people during an
election year so that they could score
some political points.

That may be a little harsh. I will re-
tract a little bit by saying there are
literally those who have never studied
economics in this body who really be-
lieve that the minimum wage needs to
be raised because they really believe
that they are going to help people to
support their families with that extra
90 cents over 2 years.

Give me a break. It will cost hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs for disadvan-
taged youth who will never get a job
after that, who, if they had gotten a
minimum wage job because they were
not priced out of the marketplace,
would go on to make more money, get
trained, have the dignity that comes
from working, and so forth.

It really bothers me that that battle
would be used to defeat or to stop or to
deter resolving a gross manifest of in-
justice like what happened to Billy
Dale and his companions, which hap-
pened from this White House. It really
is amazing to me, absolutely amazing.

The Democrats on the other side,
who are so anxious to do something
about the minimum wage, did not do
anything in 1993. They did not do any-
thing in 1994. Why? Because they knew
it was bad for the country. They knew
it was bad for the country. But today
raising the minimum wage, they think,
is good for Democrats, especially with
their help in the media. But you know
there are articles starting to come out
by those who are thoughtful and re-
flecting on this, saying, with caution,
“Be cautious with regard to raising the
minimum wage. You may cause more
problems than you fix.”

Keep in mind for those out there who
buy off on this language that you can-
not live on whatever the minimum
wage is— $4.25, $4.35 an hour—I agree,
you cannot support a family on that.
But this country is not
uncompassionate. When you add food
stamps, and you add the earned-income
tax credit, and you add a whole raft of
other social spending programs, includ-
ing Medicare and Medicaid, when you
add all kinds of social welfare benefits
that they are entitled to under our cur-
rent budget, nobody who runs a family
lives on the minimum wage.

The fact of the matter is, they are
entitled to these even if they work for
the minimum wage. You are talking
about an average family income of well
over $13,000 a year that is well above
what an increase in the minimum
wage, this 90-cent increase, would do at
$5.25. Where were these people in 1992,
1993, and 19947 Where were they over
the last 5 years, if it is so important?
Why were they not out here getting it
done since they controlled both Houses
of Congress, and in 1993 and 1994 con-
trolled the Presidency too?

Where were the unions at that time
demanding the minimum wage to be
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increased? I did not hear any real rufi-
fling by the unions or anybody else.
The reason was, they know doggone
well that increasing the minimum
wage is no panacea, that it does not
solve the problems. You are still going
to have to face the problems. And the
best way to do that is straight up, and
with opportunity, economic oppor-
tunity, not false mandating, further
mandates on the backs of the American
people.

If we had not passed the unfunded
mandates bill, I would say, well, maybe
there is a better logical argument for
the minimum wage. The fact is, we
passed it, and this is a mandate on the
backs of American business of $1 bil-
lion annually. That is something to
think about. Why would we do that if
we think the unfunded mandates bill is
so important, which passed overwhelm-
ingly here in the United States? I could
go on and on. But my point is, I hope
our colleagues on the other side will
think better by tomorrow morning.

This ought to pass on a voice vote. I
would prefer to have a vote on it just
s0 everybody will know there are 100
Senators who want to right this injus-
tice or the series of injustices and
these wrongs and who want to support
the President. And in doing so, the
President had the guts to stand up and
say, ‘“Yes. The White House did wrong
here. And we should rectify this.” I re-
spect him for that. I think we all
should.

But if we have a filibuster tomorrow,
I am going to have a rough time re-
specting anybody who participates in
that under these circumstances, espe-
cially since it passed the House 250 to
43. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator suggest the absence of a
quorum?

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send a
cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having heen presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on Calendar No.
380, H.R. 2937, an act for the reimbursement
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of attorney fees and costs incurred by former
employees of the White House Travel Office
with respect to the termination of their em-
ployment in that office on May 19, 1993:

Bob Dole, Orrin Hatch, Spence Abraham,
Chuck Grassley, Larry Pressler, Ted
Stevens, Rod Grams, Strom Thurmond,
Thad Cochran, Judd Gregg, Paul Cover-
dell, Connie Mack, Conrad Burns,
Larry Craig, Richard Lugar, Frank H.
Murkowski.

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent
that this cloture vote, if necessary,
occur at 10 a.m. on Wednesday, May 8,
and the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DOLE. I now ask unanimous con-
sent there be a period for the trans-
action of morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 5
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. :

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the awe-
some $5 trillion Federal debt stands
today as an increasingly grotesque par-
allel to the energizer bunny on tele-
vision that keeps moving and moving
and moving—precisely in the same
manner and to the same extent that
the President is allowing the Federal
debt to keep going up and up and up
into the stratosphere.

A lot of politicians like to talk a
good game—‘‘talk™ is the operative
word here—about cutting Federal
spending and thereby bringing the Fed-
eral debt under control. But watch how
they vote on spending bills.

Mr. President, as of the close of busi-
ness Friday, May 3, the exact Federal
debt stood at $5,089,270,954,342.92 or
$19,220.40 per man, woman, child on a
per capita basis.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED
At 2:31 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
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Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bills:

H.R. 2064. An act to grant the consent of
Congress to an amendment of the Historic
Chattahoochee Compact between the States
of Alabama and Georgia.

H.R. 2243. An act to amend the Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Management
Act of 1984, to extend for three years the
availability of moneys for the restoration of
fish and wildlife in the Trinity River, and for
other purposes.

The enrolled bills were signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore
(Mr. THURMOND).

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-2407. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, notification of the intention to
award specific watershed restoration con-
tracts; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

EC-2408. A communication from the Senior
Deputy Assistant Administrator (Bureau for
Legislative and Public Affairs), U.S. Agency
For International Development, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of economic
conditions prevailing in Egypt; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-2409. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Farm Credit Administration,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re-
port for fiscal year 1995; to the Committee on
Governmental Affairs.

EC-2410. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule relative to Export
Certificates; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-2411. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule relative to Impor-
tation of Additional Species of Embryos; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-2412. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule relative to Ani-
mals and Embryos from Scrapie Countries;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-2413. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule relative to horses
from Bermuda and the British Virgin Is-
lands; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC-2414. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule relative to Im-
ported Fire Ant; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-2415. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
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and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule relative to Bru-
cellosis: Approved Brucella Vaccines; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-2416. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule relative to Karnal
Bunt: Amend Quarantine Regulations; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 258

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name
of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SmoN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
253, a bill to repeal certain prohibitions
against political recommendations re-
lating to Federal employment, to reen-
act certain provisions relating to rec-
ommendations by Members of Con-
gress, and for other purposes.

S. 258

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HARKIN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
258, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to provide additional
safeguards to protect taxpayer rights.

S. 794

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. FRrisT] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 794, a bill to amend the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act to facilitate the minor use of a pes-
ticide, and for other purposes.

S. 8%

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. BoND] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 896, a bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to make certain
technical corrections relating to physi-
cians’ services, and for other purposes.

s. 832

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
WYDEN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
932, a bill to prohibit employment dis-
crimination on the basis of sexual ori-
entation.

S. 1183

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1183, a bill to amend the act of March
3, 1931 (known as the Davis-Bacon Act),
to revise the standards for coverage
under the act, and for other purposes.

8. 1211

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1271, a bill to amend the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982.

5. 1607

At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
McCAIN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
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1607, a bill to control access to precur-
sor chemicals used to manufacture
methamphetamine and other illicit
narcotics, and for other purposes.

S. 1610

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. FAIRCLOTH] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1610, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify the
standards used for determining wheth-
er individuals are not employees.

S. 1613

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. McCONNELL] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1613, a bill to amend the
National School Lunch Act to provide
greater flexibility to schools to meet
the Dietary Guidelines for Americans
under the school lunch and school
breakfast programs, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1624

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McCAiN] and the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] were
added as cosponsors of S. 1624, a bill to
reauthorize the Hate Crime Statistics
Act, and for other purposes.

S. 1678

At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. KyL] and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GRASSLEY] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1678, a bill to abolish the De-
partment of Energy, and for other pur-
poses.

5. 1697

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. ForD] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1697, a bill to amend the independent
counsel statute to require that an indi-
vidual appointed to be an independent
counsel must agree to suspend any out-
side legal work or affiliation with a law
firm until the individual's service as
independent counsel is complete.

S. 1724

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SiMPSON], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. KyL], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CrRAIG], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SHELBY] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1724, a bill to require
that the Federal Government procure
from the private sector the goods and
services necessary for the operations
and management of certain Govern-
ment agencies, and for other purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 151

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF-
FORDS] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 151, a resolution to
designate May 14, 1996, and May 14,
1997, as ‘“National Speak No Evil Day,”
and for other purposes.
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL
OFFICE REIMBURSEMENT ACT

PRYOR AMENDMENTS NOS. 3958
3959

(Ordered to lie on the table.)

Mr. PRYOR submitted two amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (H.R. 2937) for the reim-
bursement of legal expenses and relat-
ed fees incurred by former employees
of the White House Travel Office with
respect to the termination of their em-
ployment in that Office on May 19,
1993; as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 3958

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . APPROVAL AND MARKETING OF PRE-
SCRIPTION DRUGS.

(a) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS OF GENERIC
DRrUGS.—For purposes of acceptance and con-
sideration by the Secretary of an application
under subsections (b), (¢), and (j) of section
505, and subsections (b), (¢), and (n) of sec-
tion 512, of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 355 (b), (¢), and (j), and
360b (b), (c), and (n)), the expiration date of
a patent that is the subject of a certification
under section 505(b)(2)(A) (ii), (iii), or (iv),
section 505(j)(2)(A)(vii) (II), (III), or (IV), or
section 512(n)(1)(H) (i1), (iii), or (iv) of such
Act, respectively, made in an application
submitted prior to June 8, 1895, or in an ap-
plication submitted on or after that date in
which the applicant certifies that substan-
tial investment was made prior to June 8,
1995, shall be deemed to be the date on which
such patent would have expired under the
law in effect on the day preceding December
8, 1994.

(b) MARKETING GENERIC DRUGS.—The rem-
edies of section 271(e)(4) of title 35, United
States Code, shall not apply to acts—

(1) that were commenced, or for which a
substantial investment was made, prior to
June 8, 1995; and

(2) that became infringing by reason of sec-
tion 154(c)(1) of such title, as amended by
section 532 of the Uruguay Round Agree-
ments Act (Public Law 103-465; 108 Stat.
4983).

(c) EQUITABLE REMUNERATION.—For acts
described in subsection (b), equitable remu-
neration of the type described in section
154(c)(3) of title 35, United States Code, as
amended by section 532 of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act (Public law 108-465;
108 Stat. 4983) shall be awarded to a patentee
only if there has been—

(1) the commercial manufacture, use, offer
to sell, or sale, within the United States of
an approved drug that is the subject of an ap-
plication described in subsection (a); or

(2) the importation by the applicant into
the United States of an approved drug or of
active ingredient used in an approved drug
that is the subject of an application de-
scribed in subsection (a).

(c) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this
section shall govern—

(1) the approval or the effective date of ap-
proval of applications under section 505(b)(2),
505(§), 507, or 512(n), of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355 (b)(2)
and (j), 357, and 360b(n)) submitted on or
after the date of enactment of this Act; and
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(2) the approval or effective date of ap-
proval of all pending applications that have
not received final approval as of the date of
enactment of this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 3959

At the appropriate place in the pending
matter, insert the following new section:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE FOR THE REIM-

BURSEMENT TO CERTAIN INDIVID-
UALS FOR LEGAL EXPENSES RELAT-
ING TO THE WHITEWATER DEVELOP-
MENT CORPORATION INVESTIGA-
TION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the Senate Special Committee to Inves-
tigate Whitewater Development Corporation
and Related Matters (hereafter referred to as
the “Committee’) has required depositions
from 213 individuals and testimony before
the Committee from 123 individuals;

(2) many public servants and other citizens
have incurred considerable legal expenses re-
sponding to requests of the Committee;

(3) many of these public servants and other
citizens were not involved with the White-
water Development Corporation or related
matters under investigation;

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) a legal expense fund should be estab-
lished to compensate individuals for legal ex-
penses incurred responding to requests by
the Committee; and

(2) only those individuals who have not
been named, targeted, or convicted in the in-
vestigation of the Independent Counsel relat-
ing to the Whitewater Development Corpora-
tion should be eligible for reimbursement
from the fund.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO JAY ROY, NEW HAMP-
SHIRE RECIPIENT OF THE PRES-
TIGIOUS CONTINENTAL CABLE-
VISION'S EDUCATOR AWARD FOR
1996

e Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to congratulate an innovative
and dedicated New Hampshire elemen-
tary school principal, Jay Roy, on re-
ceiving the prestigious 1996 Cablevision
Educator Award. Each year Continen-
tal Cablevision sponsors the Educator
Awards Program to recognize teachers,
librarians, media specialists, and ad-
ministrators for their innovative use of
Cable in the Classroom programming
and the development of successful
technology-based projects.

Jay was specifically recognized for
his role in the development of a video-
yearbook program at Rollinsford Grade
School in Rollinsford, NH. Fifth and
sixth grade students at Rollinsford
Grade School use the daily CNN News-
room program and Continental’s origi-
nal “Master Control’” show to analyze
and understand the elements of tele-
vision productions. The students then
use the skills they have mastered to
produce a video-yearbook, which is sold
to students, parents, and school staff.
Proceeds from the video-yearbook sales
enable the school to purchase tech-
nology related products.

Continental Cablevision’s director of
government and public affairs, Tom
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O'Rourke, praised Jay’'s project be-
cause it addressed both television pro-
duction techniques and media literary
skills. O'Rourke also added that the
judges were especially impressed with
Jay’s innovative use of the project as a
fundraiser, and the subsequent rein-
vestment of those funds in technology.
In addition to Jay's Educator Award,
Continental Cablevision will present
the Rollinsford Grade School with a
$500 grant for video equipment.

As a former teacher myself, I under-
stand the personal dedication, hard
work, and innovation necessary to bet-
ter prepare the most valuable resource
we have in America today—our chil-
dren. I am proud to honor Jay for do-
nating his time and talents to help
New Hampshire's best and brightest
students learn how to use technology
in their lives. I congratulate Jay for
this prestigious recognition.e

HEROES IN MONTANA

e Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor three individuals who
are heroes in my State of Montana.
They live in eastern Montana, an open
spread of plains and rolling prairie.
They vary in age, background, and ex-
perience. But they do have one thing in
common: Each person merits recogni-
tion for extraordinary acts of courage.

Shirl Pinto of Lame Deer was recog-
nized in April by Attorney General
Janet Reno, who presented her with
the Crime Victim Service Award, 1 of
only 13 in the Nation, for her work as
a victim’'s advocate. I know Shirl's
family—she and her husband Rick Rob-
inson, who heads up the Lame Deer
Boys and Girls Club, and their chil-
dren, are dedicated to providing safe
haven for women and children. Shirl is
on call 24 hours a day, 7 days a week,
directing Healing Hearts, which is a
shelter for wvictims of domestic wvio-
lence. Her family knows she is devoted
to her community—she has managed to
make a big difference in the lives of so
many people with few resources and
great barriers to overcome.

Candice Rush is a 15-year-old from
Sidney who rescued Lindsay Clayton of
Glendive from a near-fatal drowning in
a reservoir last summer. In her nomi-
nation statement of Candice for an
American Red Cross Certificate of
Merit, Lindsay related how she pan-
icked after cramping up while swim-
ming halfway across a reservoir. She
grabbed onto a friend who was also in
danger of being pulled under. Candice,
who had received training as a life-
guard, swam to Lindsay, cleared away
other swimmers who were trying to
help, gripped Lindsay from the back
and swam to the shore. Lindsay re-
counted how she was so scared and
weak that she literally could not stand
up on the shore. Candice displayed a
cool head and used her training to save
Lindsay's life—something neither
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Lindsay nor her family will ever forget.
This kind of courage should be recog-
nized.

Dakota Taylor, a T-year-old, stopped
by his friend’s house in Whitewater, a
small town near the Canadian border,
and noticed something smoking in the
fireplace. Dakota made sure that his
clothing would not catch fire and then
put out the smoldering material with
water—one glass at a time. He then no-
tified the family. Without his quick ac-
tion, it is very likely his friend and his
family would not have a house to live
in today.

I am inspired by knowing of people
like Shirl, Candice, and Dakota who
have displayed courage, thoughtful-
ness, and leadership—qualities that we
all seek in our daily lives. On behalf of
myself and the rest of Montana, I am
proud to recognize these individuals on
the floor of the U.S. Senate.®

THE 85TH BIRTHDAY OF
PRESIDENT RONALD REAGAN

e Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, on the
occasion of President Ronald Reagan’s
85th birthday, the Wall Street Journal
ran an op-ed piece by Trude Feldman,
which payed tribute to this extraor-
dinary man and his lifetime of achieve-
ments. As a great admirer and friend of
President Reagan, I am pleased to
bring this article to the attention of
my colleagues. I ask that the op-ed be
printed in the RECORD.

The op-ed follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 5, 1996]
RONALD REAGAN AT 85: A BIRTHDAY TRIBUTE
(By Trude B. Feldman)

Tomorrow Ronald Reagan celebrates his
85th birthday, thus becoming the fifth Amer-
ican president to reach that milestone. ‘“The
anniversaries of my birth aren’t important,”
he once told me. “What is important is that
I've tried to lead a meaningful life, and I
think I have.”

The meaning of his extraordinary life goes
beyond his various achievements as our 40th
president. Those achievements would not
have been possible were it not for a moral
fiber and affability that most Americans ex-
pect but seldom get from their presidents.
While Ronald Reagan’s ethics and principles
played a major role in his efforts to balance
economic growth with true human needs, his
courage and steadfast convictions helped set
a new, positive direction for America—lift-
ing it from a feeling of discouragement, and
giving the people renewed confidence and
pride in their nation. His commitment also
served as the necessary catalyst in develop-
ments that led to the end of the Cold War.

In an era of cynicism about the character
and veracity of political leaders, Mr. Rea-
gan's integrity and vision warrant particular
attention on this, the 85th anniversary of his
birth.

THE “*GREAT COMMUNICATOR"

His courage as the “Great Communicator”
was evident in his dramatic open letter 15
months ago in which he revealed that he had
been diagnosed with the early stages of Alz-
heimer's disease. His handwritten letter was
poignant, and vintage Reagan. Afflicted with
the irreversible neurclogical disorder, he
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wrote that “In sharing the news it might
promote greater awareness of this condition
... I intend to live the remainder of the
years God gives me, doing the things I've al-
ways done. I now begin the journey that will
lead me into the sunset of my life.”

Colin Powell is among the millions who
were moved by Mr. Reagan's gesture. It was
a beautiful personal letter to everyone,”
Gen. Powell told me. “Frankly, that action
made it easier for me to deal with my wife’s
depression when it became public.”

During a conversation I had with Ronald
Reagan last year, he wondered aloud whether
he had inherited the illness from his mother.
Alzheimer's may have somewhat diminished
his spark, but Mr. Reagan's genuineness and
charisma still shine through. Away from the
Oval Office for seven years now, he still
looks presidential. Routinely working in his
office, he continues to captivate visitors
with his inimitable personality and atten-
tiveness.

His dark brown hair is now tinged with a
bit of gray, and he remains the model of good
grooming and fashion. One day last week, he
was his old handsome self attired in a blue
pinstripe suit and blue tie, accentuated by a
gold tie clip in the shape of the state of Cali-
fornia, where he served eight years as gov-
ernor. “The reason I'm doing as well as I
am,” he says, “is because of loving support
from Nancy [his wife of 44 years]. She is my
comfort, and has enhanced my life just by
being a part of it. She has made it so natural
for us to be as one that we never face any-
thing alone.”

Mr. Reagan's close brush with death 15
years ago changed his attitude toward life
and death. It was on his 69th day as president
when, from a distance of 13 feet, I saw him
shot by a would-be assassin. Mr. Reagan told
me the traumatic experience had given him
a greater appreciation of life that he had pre-
viously taken for granted. "My survival was
a miracle,” he said. “The ordeal strength-
ened my belief in God and made me realize
anew that His hand was on my shoulder, that
He has the say-so over my life. I often feel as
though I'm living on the extra time God has
given me.”

When Ronald Wilson Reagan was born in
Tampico, Ill.,, his delivery was so com-
plicated that his mother was cautioned not
to bear more children. So she doted on him
and soon became the primary influence in
his life. From her, he acquired the stability
and confidence that later enabled him to
weather personal and political storms with
equanimity. She fostered in him and his
brother an incentive to work hard, and to
live by the Ten Commandments and by the
Golden Rule.

“My parents were rich in their live and
wisdom, and endowed us with spiritual
strength and the confidence that comes with
a parent's affection and guidance,” the
former president told me. ‘“The Reagans of
Illinois had little in material terms, but we
were emotionally healthy.”

The Rev. Billy Graham describes Ronald
Reagan as a man of compassion and devo-
tion, a president whom America will remem-
ber with pride. ‘““He is one of the cleanest,
most moral and spiritual men I know,” Mr.
Graham told me. “In the scores of times we
were together, he has always wanted to talk
about spiritual things.”

On many occasions over the past 21 years,
Mr. Reagan shared with me his philosophies
and his views on politics, foreign affairs, re-
ligion and human nature. “I believe that
each person is innately good,”” he observed.
“But those who act immeorally do so because
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they allow greed and ambition to overtake
their basic goodness.”

These beliefs, while the source of many of
his greatest triumphs, also set the stage for
some of his disappointments. One regret was
that he did not demand greater accountabil-
ity from his a staff—‘especially those who
abused their power with arrogance.” He ac-
knowledged that the tendency not to fire
anyone had serious ramifications. ‘‘For in-
stance, any errors in our dialogues with Iran
resulted because some of my subordinates
exceeded their instructions without report-
ing back to me,” he stressed. “When I read
the Tower Commission Report, it looked as
if some staff members had taken off on their
own.”

Another issue that troubled him was the
public perception that he was prejudiced
against minority groups and not concerned
about the poor. He maintains that he had
fought for legislation that would make wel-
fare programs more effective. “My economic
program was based on encouraging business-
men to create more jobs and to better the
conditions of their employees,”” he noted. “I
think I succeeded.”

On the day before his presidency ended,
Mr. Reagan granted me his last interview in
the Oval Office. He told me that the saddest
day of his eight-year tenure was on Oct. 23,
1983, when 241 U.S. servicemen died in a ter-
rorist bombing in Beirut, Lebanon. ‘“To save
our men from being killed by sniper from
private armies that were causing trouble in
Lebanon, it was decided to shelter them in a
concrete-reinforced building,”” he recalled.
“But no one foresaw that a suicide driver
with a truck load of explosives would drive
into the building and blow it up.”

At the close of that Oval Office interview,
I asked him to describe his presidency in one
line. **“We won the Cold War,” he said with-
out hesitation. ‘““That phrase didn't originate
with me, but I'll settle form it. What counts
is that there is an end to the Cold War, and
I now feel justified in my theme of ‘Peace
Through Strength.’

Former President George Bush adds: ‘“Ron-
ald Reagan's foresight put us in a position to
change our relationship with the Soviet
Union and to make it possible for the
changes that took place in Eastern Europe.
And he certainly helped bring democracy to
our hemisphere.”

Mr. Bush, having worked closely with Mr.
Reagan as his vice president, also told me:
“True, he was a man of principle on the
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issues. But, even more than that, the Amer-
ican people loved him for his genuine de-
cency, his unfailing kindness and his great
sense of humor. He is a true believer in the
goodness of America.”

THE FINEST GIFT

Edwin Meese III, former attorney general,
notes that Mr. Reagan’s legacy to America
continues to this day. ‘“Many are calling the
congressional leadership’s agenda the Second
Reagan Revolution,” he says. ‘‘More impor-
tantly, Mr. Reagan continues to inspire
Americans of all ages to value the patriotism
and leadership which he so splendidly dem-
onstrated.”

Longtime Reagan aide Lyn Nofziger con-
curs, adding: History will surely record that
the finest birthday gift already given to Mr.
Reagan by Americans is a Republican House
and Senate that are determined to carry on
the Reagan Revolution.”

Yet Mr. Reagan says that the best birthday
gift for him this year would be that sci-
entists receive the support they need to fund
a treatment and a cure for Alzheimer's so
that others will be spared the anguish that
the illness causes.

Ever the altruist, Ronald Reagan—even for
his birthday wish—places the welfare of oth-
ers above his own. It is a characteristic that
has served him faithfully until now, and is
one that will sustain him on his ‘“journey
into the sunset” of his life.e

WARD VALLEY

® Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Alaska, the chairman of the
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, spoke on the floor earlier today
in favor of S. 1596, which would trans-
fer federally owned land in Ward Val-
ley, CA, to the State of California for
the purpose of building a low-level ra-
dioactive waste dump. I want to set the
record straight and briefly explain why
S. 1596 is not in the best interest of the
people my State of California.

I am opposed to S. 1596 because it cir-
cumvents the efforts of many Califor-
nians and the administration to put
safety first and to ensure the safety of
the drinking water supply of over 12
million California citizens.

S. 1596 amounts to an unconditional
transfer of Federal land in violation of
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the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 which requires the
Secretary of Interior to include ‘“‘such
terms, covenants, conditions and res-
ervations as he deems necessary to en-
sure * * * protection of the public in-
terest.”

In May 1995 the administration an-
nounced its commitment to transfer
the Federal land to the State subject
to receiving a binding commitment
from the State of California that the
additional safeguards recommended by
a National Academy of Sciences panel
be carried out; that the total volume
and radioactivity of the material to be
disposed of at the site would be limited
to the amounts currently specified in
the State license for the facility, and
that there be a specific limit on pluto-
nium deposited at Ward Valley. The
State refused to enter into any kind of
enforceable agreement.

Lack of cooperation from the State
and the discovery of evidence that may
indicate radioactive leakage to ground-
water at a site of similar characteris-
tics in Beatty, NV, led the administra-
tion to announce in February 1996 that
it will carry out a supplemental envi-
ronmental impact statement and per-
form key safety tests at the Ward Val-
ley site before proceeding with the
transfer.

The bill transfers the land for a pay-
ment of $500,100, and a nonbinding,
nonenforceable letter from Governor
Wilson to the Chairman of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission that the State
will ‘“‘carry out environmental mon-
itoring and protection measures based
on recommendations of the National
Academy of Sciences.”

The bill is another end-run at a proc-
ess that needs to put the health and
safety of California citizens first. It un-
dermines the safety first approach that
we have been pursing together with the
administration.e

FOREIGN CURRENCY REPORTS

In accordance with the appropriate provisions of law, the Secretary of the Senate herewith submits the following re-
port(s) of standing committees of the Senate, certain joint committees of the Congress, delegations and groups, and select
and special committees of the Senate, relating to expenses incurred in the performance of authorized foreign travel:

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, FOR TRAVEL FROM OCT. 1 TO DEC. 31, 1995

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
US. dollar U.S. doilar US. dollar US. dollar
o Kae o Sieacy Foeign  equivalent  Fowign  equvalent  Foreign  equivalent  Foign  equivalent
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
curmency currency cumency currency
Senator Connie Mack:
Ireland Dollar 62.00 62.00
Total 62.00 62.00
MARK 0. HATFIELD,

Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, Apr. 17, 19%6.
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CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, FOR TRAVEL FROM OCT. 1 TO DEC. 31, 1995

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
U.S, dollar US. dollar US. dollar US. dollar
Name and country Name of cumency Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Fareign equivalent
curency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency currency curency cumency
Senator Dirk Kempthorme:
ttaly Lire 333477 | ———— BTVIEE - icmmiviinias’ mssmisisiny 333417 4,006.55
Mr. Glen Tait:
Italy Lire 333477 0000 e SRS il Ll 333477 3350.85
Senator Charles Robb:
ftaly Dallar 4570.25 4570.25
Senator James Inhofe:
Italy Dollar 1.904.00 1,904.00
Mr. John Luddy:
taly Doltar 1,904.00 1.904,00
Mr. Frank Narton:
Egypt Pound 2750 803.00 2750 809.00
Turkey Lira 13,587 262.00 13,587 262.00
Totat LE o) a— 11,613.85 16,906.65
STROM THURMOND,

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, Mar. 19, 1996.

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, FOR TRAVEL FROM JAN. 1, TO MAR. 31. 1996

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
U3, dellar US. dollar US. dallar US. dollar
horme: 984 oty Mo of cumwacy Foreign  equivalest  Foreign  equivalemt  Foreign  equivalent  Forsign  equivalent
curmency or US. currency or US. curency or US. curmency or US.
currency currency curmency currency
Senator Sam Nunn:
South Korea Dollar 3.843.95 384395
Seuth Korea [ T e s UL A SR S e S N e T IR U PO OB« [ S e pis 40.00
Japan Yen 38819 38179 39919 3819
lapan Yen 2081 20.00 2,091 20.00
China Yuan 489192 530.10 489192 550.10
Senator William S. Cohen:
ny Mark 43599 334.00 43599 334.00
Senator Joseph |. Lieberman:
ny Mark 41074 27659 410.74 276.59
Senator Kay B. Hulchison:
Germany Mark 1,015.74 684.00 1,015.74 684.00
Senator John McCain:
ny Mark G444 434.00 644.49 434.00
Mr. Mark Salter:
Germany Mark 1.015.74 684.00 1.015.74 684.00
Mr, James M. Bodner:
Germany Mark 986.34 664.00 986.34 664.00
Senator Jon Kyl
Germany Mark 401.90 27064 40130 270.64
Mrs. Julie K. Riet:
Raly Lire 45072 450.712
Mr. George W. Lautfer.
ftaly Lire 628,250 394.38 628,250 35438
Mr. Gearge W. Lauffer:
Ialy Lire 60.42 60.42
Senator James M. Inhofe:
Jordan Dinar 159,773 225.00 159775 225.00
Syna Dollar 412.00 412.00
Israel Dollar 433.00 433.00
Cyprus Pound 791 153.00 7191 153.00
Total [ — —— b F L R ——— B000. sinmsomenins 10,351.59
STROM THURMOND,

Chairman, Committee on Armed Senaces, Apr. 22, 1936,

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b). COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION, FOR TRAVEL FROM JAN. 1 TO MAR. 31, 1996

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
US. dollar USS. dollar US. dollar US. dollar
Name and country Name of cumency Foreign equivalent Fareign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. curmency or US.
cumency cumency curency curency
Carl W, Bentzel:
United States Dollar 167885 1,678.85
Denmark Krona 444450 177.00 444850 777.00
Belgium Franc 20,093 666.00 20,093 666.00
Total TS0 oo 167885 312185
LARRY PRESSLER,
cl Committee an C: Science, and Transportation,

Apr. 25, 1996.
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CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SECTION 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC WORKS, FOR TRAVEL FROM JAN. 1 TO MAR. 31, 1996

Per diem Transpartation Miscellanegus Total
US. doitar US. dollar US. dollar U, dollar
Rawe:aad comntry Rasoe ot cmney Foreign  equivalent  Foreign  equivalent  Forsign  equivalent  Foreign equivalent
curmency or US. currency or US. currency or US. cumency or US.
curmency currency currency cumency
Senator John Chafes:

Canada Doliar pril 39348 11006 1T ) e 330.06 474.49
United States Dollar 519.60 519.60
Total W 600.61 994.09

JOHN H, CHAFEE,
Chairman, Committee on Envirenment and Pubic Works, Apr. 1, 1996,

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, FOR TRAVEL FROM JAN. 1 TO MAR. 31, 1996

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
US. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar US. dollar
Fame 30 contry Mame of cumncy Foreign  equivalent  Foreign  equhvalent  Forsign  equivalent  Foreign equivalent
curmency or US. currency or US. cumency or US. curency or US.
currency curency cormency currency
Senator William Roth.
Thailand Baht 24,003 954.00 24,003 954.00
Daniel Bob:
Thaitand Baht 24,003 954,00 24,003 954.00
Jeremy 0. Preiss:
United States Dollar 85835 858.35
France Frang 321803 633.47 321803 633.47
: Franc T62.71 633.53 762.71 633.53
Deborah Lamb:
I.Inmd States Dallar 89035 890.35
Frane 3.337.96 651.08 333796 657.08
Sumrlnd Franc 73859 663.34 79859 663.34
Total (V.7 v 1,748.70 6.244.12

WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR.,
Chairman, Committee on Finance, May 1, 19%6.

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, FOR TRAVEL FROM JAN. 1 TO MAR. 31, 1996

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
U, dollar US. dollar US. dollar US. dollar
Risn uad chbity Nowe o cimency Foign  equivalent  Fomign  equialent  Foign  equvalnt  Fowign  equivalent
cumency o US. currency or US. curency or US, curency or US,
currency currency currency currency
Senator Nancy L Kassebaum:
Mali Franc §5,000 THEDZ  omiimmioss kit < imimsti  iissimsiinss 55,000 112.02
Laire Dollar T D 309.00 709.00
qul R e D) atnaditios 220.00 220.00
S. Africa Rand 827.03 2848 827.03 228.48
States Dollar 6.305.05 6,305.05
Tim Trenkel:
Mali Frane 55,000 112.02 55,000 112.02
Laire Dollar 80000 . 309.00 709.00
Kenya Dollar 220.00 220.00
S. Alrica Rand 827.03 2848 821.03 22848
~ United States Dollar £.305.05 6.305.05
Daniel Shapiro:
China Dollar 1.100.00 1.100.00
Hong Kong Dollar 825.00 825.00
United States Dollar 369895 3,698.95
Senator Christopher Dodd:
Haiti Gourds 735 “n 735.00 44.77
United States Dollar 807.95 807.95
Janice O'Connell:
Haiti Gourds 1035 62.35 1,035.00 62.35
United States Dollar 1,030.95 1,030.95
Elisabeth DeMoss:
Nicaragua Dollar 70.00 70.00
United States Doilar 685.95 685.95
Dan Fisk:
Nicaragua Dollar oo e T T, 185.00
United States Dollar 685.95 685.95
Senator CLllbOMD Pell:
Portugal Escudo 35,000 24486 35,000 244 85
Thomas G. Hughes
Porty Escudo 50,830 33262 50.8%0 33262
Michelle llmm
Porty Escudo 64330 42085 54,330 420.85
Elizabeth 'mlsen:
Portugal Escudo 519712 380.00 51912 380.00
Senator Charles Robb:
Jordan Dinar 153,775 225.00 159,775 225.00
Syna Doltar 412.00 412.00
Israel Doltar 433.00 433.00
Cyprus Pound 7181 153.00 7181 153.00
Senator Claiborne Pell:
Jordan Dinar 159,775 225.00 159,775 225.00
Syna Dollar 412.00 412.00
Israel Dallar 433.00 433.00
Cyp Pound sl 153,00 sl 153.00
Edwin K. Hall:
Jordan Dinar 159,775 225.00 159,775 225.00
Syria Dollar 412.00 412.00
Israel Dollar 433.00 433.00
Cyprus Pound 781 153.00 781 153.00
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Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
USS. dollar US. doltar US. dollar Uss. dottar
Name a0d country Mame of cumency Forsign  equwalent  Foeign  equivalent  Fomign  equivalent  Fomign equivalent
currency or Us. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
cumency currency curmency curmency
Peter Cleveland:
Jordan Dinar 158.775 225.00 159,775 .00
Syria Dollar 412.00 412.00
Israel Dollar 433.00 433.00
Cyprus Pound 7191 153.00 7.8 153.00
George A Pickart:
Jordan Dinar 158,775 225.00 159,775 225.00
Syria Dollar 412.00 412.00
Israel Dollar 433.00 433.00
Cyprus Pounds 7191 153.00 71.81 153.00
Jay Ghazal:
Jordan Dinar 159,775 2500 159,775 .00
Syria Dollar 412.00 412.00
Israel Dollar 433.00 433.00
Cyprus Pound 7191 153.00 sl 153.00
Total A L R—— 20,137.85 33,062.30

JESSE HELMS,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, Apr. 30, 1996.

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, FOR TRAVEL FROM JULY 1 TO SEPT. 30, 1995

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
US. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar US. dollar
Nasx:ad Sy Maina ol caitrechy Foign  equivalent  Fomign  equivalent  Forign  equivalent  Foreign equivalent
currency or US. currency or US. cumency or US. cumency or US.
currency cumency curency turnency
Daniel Bob:

Thailand Baht 700.00 700.00
United States Doliar 501.00 901.00
Total TOODD.  sonrmaspentes 901.00 1.601.00

WILLIAM V. ROTH, IR..
Chairman, Committee on Governmental Affairs, May 1, 1996.

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, FOR TRAVEL FROM JAN. 1 TO MAR. 31, 1996

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
US. dollar US. doliar US. doflar US. dollar
Wame and country Neme of currency Foreign  equvalet  Foreign  equivalent  Foign  equvalet  Foreign equivalent
currency or US. cumency or US. curmency or US. currency or US
currency currency curency currency
Daniel S. Gelber;

Japan Yen 57.260 559.73 57,260 559.73
Japan o p—ELEC o e L W e . L PN R L el e o Lo T 20.00
ited States Dollar 255795 2.551.95
Total SN e 255V 85 i, o PO, iiiiaiiinee 313768

TED STEVENS,
Chairman, Committes on Govemmental Affairs, Apr. 30, 1996.

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, FOR TRAVEL FROM JAN. 1 TO MAR. 31, 1396

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total

US. dollar US. dolfar US. dollar US. dollar
Name and country Name of cumency Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent

currency or US. currency or US. curmency or US. currency or Us.

currency currency currency curmency
Melvin Dubee 445.00 449.00
Alfred Cumming 443.00 449.00
Randy Schieber 406.68 406.68
Chri Straud 918.00 ... s 5.616.65 6,534.65
Don Mitchell 958.00 529465 6,252.65
Sturtevant 1,864.00 6.921.95 8,785.95
c her Mellon 1,864.00 £.921.95 8,785.95
Eric Silagy 1.874.00 1.874.00
Senator Arien Specter 87443 74.43
Charles Battagli 1,081.34 1.081.94
Victoria Lee 103384 1,033.94
Senator Richard Shely 1,024.34 1,024.94
Senator J, Bennett Johnston 1.874.00 1874.00
Gary Reese 1.874.00 1.874.00
Senator Mike DeWine 342.00 342.00
Senator Bob Graham 443.00 445.00
Senator Richard Bryan 41868 418.68
Mark Heifbrun 367.00 367.00
Senator Larry Pressler 367.00 367.00
Total L2 1) EO—— 24,755.20 4334481

ARLEN SPECTER,
Chairman, Select Committee on Intelligence, Apr. 23, 1956,
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CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF EXPENDITURE OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES AND APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE U.S. SENATE, UNDER
AUTHORITY OF SEC. 22, P.L. 95-384—22 U.S.C. 1754(b), FOR TRAVEL AUTHORIZED BY THE REPUBLICAN LEADER FROM JAN. 1 TO MAR. 31, 1996

Per diem Transportation Miscellaneous Total
US. dollar USS. dollar US. dollar US. dollar
Name 2ad country Name of camency Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
currency or US. curmency or CUTEnCy or US. cumency or US,
currency curmency currency cutrency
Senator William V. Reth, Jr.:
Germany Mark 62370 £20.00 623.70 £20.00
Senator Jon Kyl:
Germany Mark 401.90 270.64 401.90 270.64
Randy Scheunemann:
Germany Mark 1,015.74 684.00 1,015.74 684.00
Mira Baratta:
United States Dollar 144295 1,442.95
Croatia Kuna 251650 470.00 251650 470.00
Dallar 683.00 683.00
Bosnia Dollar 477.00 477.00
Total o 1 I ——— 2.125.95 444759
ROBERT L DOLE.
Republican Leader, Apr. 17, 1996.
IMMIGRATION CONTROL AND Sec. 105. Increased personnel levels for the Sec. 125. Erpanded forfeiture for alien smug-
FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT Labor Department. " gling and document fraud.
Sec. 106. Increase in INS detention facilities. Sec. 126. Criminal forfeiture for alien smug-

The text of the bill (H.R. 2202) to
amend the Immigration and National-
ity Act to improve deterrence of illegal
immigration to the United States by
increasing border patrol and investiga-
tive personnel, by increasing penalties
for alien smuggling and for document
fraud, by reforming exclusion and de-
portation law and procedures, by im-
proving the verification system for eli-
gibility for employment, and through
other measures, to reform the legal im-
migration system and facilitate legal
entries into the United States, and for
other purposes, as passed by the Senate
on May 2, 1996, is as follows:

Resolved, That the bill from the House of
Representatives (H.R, 2202) entitled “An Act
to amend the Immigration and Nationality
Act to improve deterrence of illegal immi-
gration to the United States by increasing
border patrol and investigative personnel, by
increasing penalties for alien smuggling and
for document fraud, by reforming exclusion
and deportation law and procedures, by im-
proving the verification system for eligi-
bility for employment, and through other
measures, to reform the legal immigration
system and facilitate legal entries into the
United States, and for other purposes', do
pass with the following amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES IN ACT.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the *‘Immigration Control and Financial Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996"".

(b) REFERENCES IN ACT.—Ezxcept as otherwise
specifically provided in this Act, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is erpressed as
an amendment to or repeal of a provision, the
reference shall be deemed to be made to the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 et
seq.).

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; references in Act.

Sec. 2. Table of contents.

TITLE I—IMMIGRATION CONTROL
Subtitle A—Law Enforcement
Part 1—Additional Enforcement Personnel and
Facilities
Sec. 101. Border Patrol agents.
Sec. 102. Investigators.
Sec. 103. Land border inspectors.
Sec. 104. Investigators of visa overstayers.

Sec. 107. Hiring and training standards.

Sec. 108. Construction of physical barriers, de-
ployment of technology and im-
provements to roads in the border
area near San Diego, California.

Sec. 109. Preserve law enforcement functions
and capabilities in interior States.

Part 2—Verification of Eligibility to Work and
to Receive Public Assistance

SUBPART A—DEVELOPMENT OF NEW VERIFICATION

SYSTEM

111. Establishment of new system.

112. Demonstration projects.

113. Comptroller General monitoring and
reports.

114. General mnonpreemption of ezisting
rights and remedies.

115. Definitions.

SUBPART B—STRENGTHENING EXISTING

VERIFICATION PROCEDURES

116. Changes in list of acceptable employ-
ment-verification documents.

117. Treatment of certain documentary
practices as unfair immigration-
related employment practices.

118. Improvements in identification-related

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
documents.

Sec. 119. Enhanced civil penalties if labor
standards violations are present.

120. Increased number of Assistant United
States Attorneys to prosecute
cases of unlawful employment of
aliens or document fraud.

120A. Subpoena authority for cases of un-
lawful employment of aliens or
document fraud.

120B. Task force to improve public edu-
cation regarding unlawful em-
ployment of aliens and unfair im-
migration-related employment
practices.

120C. Nationwide fingerprinting of appre-
hended aliens.

120D. Application of verification proce-
dures to State agency referrals of
employment.

Sec. 120E. Retention of verification form.

Part 3—Alien Smuggling; Document Fraud

Sec. 121. Wiretap authority for investigations of
alien smuggling or document
fraud.

Sec. 122. Additional coverage in RICO for of-
fenses relating to alien smuggling
and document fraud.

Sec. 123. Increased criminal penalties for alien
smuggling.

Sec. 124. Admissibility of videotaped witness
testimony.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
 Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.
132.

gling, unlawful employment of

aliens, or document fraud.
Increased criminal penalties for fraud-

ulent use of government-issued

documents.

Criminal penalty for false statement in
a document reguired wunder the
immigration laws or knowingly
presenting document which fails
to contain reasonable basis in law
or fact.

New criminal penalties for failure to
disclose role as preparer of false
application for asylum or for pre-
paring certain post-conviction ap-
plications.

New document fraud offenses; new
civil penalties for document fraud.

Penalties for involuntary servitude.

Ezclusion relating to material support
to terrorists.

Part 4—Ezclusion and Deportation
141. Special exclusion in ertraordinary mi-

gration situations.

142. Judicial review of orders of exclusion

143.
144.

145.
146.

147,

148.
149.
150.
151.
152.
153.
154.
155.
156.
157.
158.
159.

and deportation.

Civil penalties and visa ineligibility,
for failure to depart.

Conduct of proceedings by electronic
means.

Subpoena authority.

Language of deportation notice; right
to counsel.

Addition of nonimmigrant visas to
types of visa denied for countries
refusing to accept deported aliens.

Authorization of special fund for costs
of deportation.

Pilot program to increase efficiency in
removal of detained aliens.

Limitations on relief from exclusion
and deportation.

Alien stowaways.

Pilot program on interior repatriation
and other methods to deter mul-
tiple unlawful entries.

Pilot program on use of closed military
bases for the detention of exclud-
able or deportable aliens.

Physical and mental examinations.

Certification requirements for foreign
health-care workers.

Increased bar to reentry for aliens pre-
viously removed.

Elimination of consulate shopping for
visa overstays.

Incitement as a basis for exclusion
Jfrom the United States.

Conforming amendment to withhold-
ing of deportation.
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Part 5—Criminal Aliens

Sec. 161. Amended definition of aggravated fel-
ony.

162. Ineligibility of aggravated felons for
adjustment of status.

163. Erpeditious deportation creates no en-
forceable right for aggravated fel-
ons.

164. Custody of aliens convicted of aggra-
vated felonies.

165. Judicial deportation.

166. Stipulated exclusion or deportation.

167. Deportation as a condition of proba-
tion.

168. Annual report on criminal aliens.

169. Undercover investigation authority.

170. Prisomer transfer treaties.

170A. Prisoner transfer treaties study.

170B. Using alien for immoral purposes, fil-
ing requirement.

170C. Technical corrections to Violent
Crime Control Act and Technical
Corrections Act.

170D. Demonstration project for identifica-
tion of illegal aliens in incarcer-
ation facility of Anaheim, Califor-
nia.

Part 6—Miscellaneous

Immigration emergency provisions.

Authority to determine visa processing
procedures. g

Joint study of automated data collec-
tion.

Automated entry-erit control system.

Use of legalization and special agricul-
tural worker information.

Rescission of lawful permanent resi-
dent status.

Communication  between  Federal,
State, and local government agen-
cies, and the Immigration and
Naturalization Service.

Authority to use volunteers.

Authority to acquire Federal egquip-
ment for border.

Limitation on legalization litigation.

Limitation on adjustment of status.

Report on detention space.

Compensation of immigration judges.

Sec. 184. Acceptance of State services to carry

out immigration enforcement.

185. Alien witness cooperation.

Subtitle B—Other Control Measures
Part 1—Parole Authority

191. Usable only on a case-by-case basis for
kumanitarian reasons or signifi-
cant public benefit.

192. Inclusion in worldwide level of family-
sponsored immigrants.

Part 2—Asylum

193. Time limitation on asylum claims.

194, Limitation on work authorization for
asylum applicants.

195. Increased resources for reducing asy-
lum application backlogs.

Part 3—Cuban Adjustment Act

196. Repeal and exception.

Subtitle C—Effective Dates

Sec. 197. Effective dates.

TITLE II—FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
Subtitle A—Receipt of Certain Government
Benefits
Sec. 201. Imeligibility of excludable, deportable,

and nonimmigrant aliens.

Sec. 202. Definition of “‘public charge™ for pur-

poses of deportation.

Sec. 203. Reguirements for sponsor’s affidavit of

support.

Sec. 204. Attribution of sponmsor's income and

resources to family-sponsored im-

migrants.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

171.
172.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 173.

174.
175.

176.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec. I77.

178.
179.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 180.
. 181.
Sec. 182.
. 183.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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Sec. 205. Verification of student eligibility for

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
See.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

206.

207.

208.

208.

postsecondary Federal student fi-
nancial assistance.

Authority of States and localities to
limit assistance to aliens and to
distinguish among classes of
aliens in providing general public
assistance.

Increased mazimum criminal penalties
for forging or counterfeiting seal
of a Federal department or agen-
cy to facilitate benefit fraud by
an unlawful alien.

State option under the medicaid pro-
gram to place anti-fraud inves-
tigators in hospitals.

Computation of targeted assistance.

Subtitle B—Miscellaneous Provisions

211.

212.

213.
214.

215,

216.

217.
218.

Reimbursement of States and localities
for emergency medical assistance
for certain illegal aliens.

Treatment of expenses subject to emer-
gency medical services exception.

Pilot programs.

Use of public schools by nonimmigrant
foreign students.

Pilot program to collect information
relating to monimmigrant foreign

students.

Falsek:f:la!m of United States citizen-
ship.

Voting by aliens.

Ezclusion grounds for offenses of do-
mestic violence, stalking, crimes
against children, and crimes of
serual violence.

SUBTITLE C—HOUSING ASSISTANCE

221.
222.
223.
224.

225.

226.
227.

231.

Short title.

Prorating of financial assistance.

Actions in cases of termination of fi-
nancial assistance.

Verification of immigration status and
eligibility for financial assistance.

Prohibition of sanctions against enti-
ties making financial assistance
eligibility determinations.

Eligibility for public and assisted
housing.

Regulations.

SUBTITLE D—EFFECTIVE DATES

Effective dates.

TITLE III—MISCELLANEQOUS PROVISIONS

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

301.
302.

303.
304.

305.

306.
307.
308.
309.

310.

311.

. 312.
. 313.

. 314.
. 315,
. 316.
. 317,

Changes regarding visa application
process.

Visa waiver program.

Technical amendment.

Criminal penalties for high speed
flights from immigration check-

points.

Children born abroad to United States
citizen mothers; transmission re-
quirements.

Fee for diversity immigrant lottery.

Support of demonstration projects for
naturalization ceremonies.

Review of contracts with English and
civics test entities.

Designation of a United States cus-
toms administrative building.

Waiver of foreign country residence
requirement with respect to inter-
national medical graduates.

Continued validity of labor certifi-
cations and petitions for profes-
sional athletes.

Mail-order bride business.

Appropriations for Criminal
Tracking Center.

Border Patrol Museum.

Pilot programs to permit bonding.

Minimum State INS presence.

Disqualification from attaining non-
immigrant or permanent residence
status.

Alien
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Passports issued for children under 16.

Ezxclusion of certain aliens from family
unity program.

To ensure appropriately stringent pen-
alties for conspiring with or as-
sisting an alien to commit an of-
fense under the Controlled Sub-
stances Import and Export Act.

Review and report on H-2A non-
immigrant workers program.

Findings related to the role of interior
Border Patrol stations.

Administrative review of orders.

Social Security Act.

Housing and Community Development
Act of 1980.

Higher Education Act of 1965.

Land acquisition authority.

Services to family members of INS offi-
cers killed in the line of duty.

. Powers and duties of the Attorney

General and the Commissioner.

. Preclearance authority.

331. Confidentiality provision for certain
alien battered spouses and chil-
dren.

Development of prototype of counter-
feit-resistant Social Security card
reguired.

Report on allegations of harassment
by Canadian customs agents.
Sense of Congress on the discrimina-
tory application of the New

Brunswick Provincial Sales Taz.

335. Female genital mutilation.

TITLE I-IMMIGRATION CONTROL
Subtitle A—Law Enforcement

PART 1—ADDITIONAL ENFORCEMENT
PERSONNEL AND FACILITIES

SEC. 101. BORDER PATROL AGENTS.

(a) BORDER PATROL AGENTS.—The Attorney
General, in fiscal year 1996 shall increase by no
less than 700, and in each of fiscal years 1997,
1998, 1999, and 2000, shall increase by no less
than 1,000, the number of positions for full-time,
active-duty Border Patrol agents within the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service above the
number of such positions for which funds were
allotted for the preceding fiscal year.

(b) BORDER PATROL SUPPORT PERSONNEL.—
The Attorney General, in each of fiscal years
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000, may increase by
not more than 300 the number of positions for
personnel in support of Border Patrol agents
above the number of such positions for which
funds were allotted for the preceding fiscal year.
SEC. 102. INVESTIGATORS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Department of Justice
such funds as may be necessary to enable the
Commissioner of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service to increase the number of in-
vestigators and support personnel to investigate
potential violations of sections 274 and 2744 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1324 and 1324a) by a number equivalent to 300
full-time active-duty investigators in each of fis-
cal years 1996, 1997, and 1998.

(b) LIMITATION ON OVERTIME.—None of the
funds made available to the Immigration and
Naturalization Service under this section shall
be available for administrative erpenses to pay
any employee overtime pay in an amount in ex-
cess of $25,000 for any fiscal year.

SEC. 103. LAND BORDER INSPECTORS.

In order to eliminate undue delay in the thor-
ough inspection of persons and vehicles lawfully
attempting to enter the United States, the Attor-
ney General and the Secretary of the Treasury
shall increase, by approrimately equal numbers
in each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997, the number
of full-time land border inspectors assigned to
active duty by the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service and the United States Customs
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Service to a level adeguate to assure full staffing
during peak crossing hours of all border cross-
ing lanes currently in use, under construction,
or whose construction has been authorized by
Congress, ercept such low-use lanes as the At-
torney General may designate.
SEC. 104. INVESTIGATORS OF VISA OVERSTAYERS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Department of Justice such funds as may be
necessary to enable the Commissioner of the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service to increase
the number of investigators and support person-
nel to investigate visa overstayers by a number
equivalent to 300 full-time active-duty investiga-

tors in fiscal year 1996.
SEC. 105. INCREASED PERSONNEL LEVELS FOR
THE LABOR DEPARTMENT.

(a) INVESTIGATORS.—The Secretary of Labor,
in consultation with the Attorney General, is
authorized to hire in the Wage and Hour Divi-
sion of the Department of Labor for fiscal years
1996 and 1997 not more than 350 investigators
and staff to enforce ezxisting legal sanctions
against employers who violate current Federal
wage and hour laws except that not more than
150 of the number of investigators authorized in
this subparagraph shall be designated for the
purpose of carrying out the responsibilities of
the Secretary of Labor to conduct investiga-
tions, pursuant to a complaint or based on re-
ceipt of credible material information, where
there is reasonable cause to believe that an em-
ployer has made a misrepresentation of a mate-
rial fact on a labor certification application
under section 212(a)(5) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act or has failed to comply with the
terms and conditions of such an application.

(b) ASSIGNMENT OF ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.—
Individuals employed to fill the additional posi-
tions described in subsection (a) shall be as-
signed to investigate violations of wage and
hour laws in areas where the Attorney General
has notified the Secretary of Labor that there
are high concentrations of aliens present in the
United States in violation of law.

(c) PREFERENCE FOR BILINGUAL WAGE AND
HOUR INSPECTORS.—In hiring new wage and our
inspectors pursuant to this section, the Sec-
retary of Labor shall give priority to the employ-
ment of multilingual candidates who are pro-
ficient in both English and such other language
or languages as may be spoken in the region in
which such inspectors are likely to be deployed.
SEC. 106. msmm IN INS DETENTION FACILI-

Subject to the availability of appropriations,
the Attorney General shall provide for an in-
crease in the detention facilities of the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service to at least 9,000
beds before the end of fiscal year 1997.

SEC. 107. HIRING AND TRAINING STANDARDS.

(a) REVIEW OF HIRING STANDARDS.—Within 60
days of the enactment of this title, the Attorney
General shall review all prescreening and hiring
standards to be utilized by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service to increase personnel
pursuant to this title and, where necessary, re-
vise those standards to ensure that they are
consistent with relevant standards of profes-
sionalism.

(b) CERTIFICATION.—AL the conclusion of each
of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and
2000, the Attorney General shall certify in writ-
ing to the Congress that all personnel hired pur-
suant to this title for the previous fiscal year
were hired pursuant to the appropriate stand-
ards.

(c) REVIEW OF TRAINING STANDARDS.—(1)
Within 180 days of the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Attorney General shall review the
sufficiency of all training standards to be uti-
lized by the Immigration and Naturalization
Service in training all personnel hired pursuant
to this title.
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(2)(A) The Attorney General shall submit a re-
port to the Congress on the results of the review
conducted under paragraph (1), including—

(i) a description of the status of ongoing ef-
forts to update and improve training throughout
the Immigration and Naturalization Service,
and

(ii) a statement of a timeframe for the comple-
tion of those efforts.

(B) In addition, the report shall disclose those
areas of training that the Attorney General de-
termines reguire additional or ongoing review in
the future.

SEC. 108. CONSTRUCTION OF PHYSICAL BAR-
RIERS, DEPLO

There are authorized to be appropriated funds
of $12,000,000 for the construction, erpansion,
improvement or deployment of triple-fencing in
addition to that currently under construction,
where such triple-fencing is determined by the
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) to
be safe and effective, and in addition, bollard
style concrete columns, all weather roads, low
light television systems, lighting, sensors and
other technologies along the international land
border between the United States and Merico
south of San Diego, California, for the purpose
of detecting and deterring unlawful entry across
the border. Amounts appropriated under this
section are authorized to remain available until
expended. The INS, while constructing the addi-
tional fencing, shall incorporate the necessary
safety features into the design of the fence sys-
tem to insure the well-being of Border Patrol
agents deployed within or in near prozrimity to
these additional barriers.

SEC. 109. PRESERVE LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNC-
TIONS AND CAPABILITIES IN INTE-
RIOR STATES.

The Immigration and Naturalization Service
shall, when deploying Border Patrol personnel
from interior stations, coordinate with and act
in confunction with State and local law enforce-
ment agencies to ensure that such redeployment
does not degrade or compromise the law enforce-
ment capabilities and functions currently per-
formed at interior Border Patrol stations.

PART 2—VERIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY

TO WORK AND TO RECEIVE PUBLIC AS-

SISTANCE

Subpart A—Development of New Verification
System

SEC. 111. ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW SYSTEM.

(a) IN GENERAL—(1) Not later than three
years after the date of enactment of this Act or,
within one year after the end of the last re-
newed or additional demonstration project (if
any) conducted pursuant to the exception in
section 112(a)(4), whichever is later, the Presi-
dent shall—

(A) develop and recommend to the Congress a
plan for the establishment of a data system or
alternative system (in this part referred to as the
“system’’), subject to subsections (b) and (c), to
verify eligibility for employment in the United
States, and immigration status in the United
States for purposes of eligibility for benefits
under public assistance programs (as defined in
section 201(f)(3) or government benefits de-
seribed in section 201(f)(4));

(B) submit to the Congress a report setting
forth—

(i) a description of such recommended plan;

(ii) data on and analyses of the alternatives
considered in developing the plan described in
subparagraph (A), including analyses of data
from the demonstration projects conducted pur-
suant to section 112; and

(iii) data on and analysis of the system de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), including estimates
of—
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(I) the proposed use of the system, on an in-
dustry-sector by industry-sector basis;

(II) the public assistance programs and gov-
ernment benefits for which use of the system is
cost-effective and otherwise appropriate;

(11I) the cost of the system;

(IV) the financial and administrative cost to
employers;

(V) the reduction of undocumented workers in
the United States labor force resulting from the
system;

(VI) any unlawful discrimination caused by
or facilitated by use of the system;

(VII) any privacy intrusions caused by misuse
or abuse of system;

(VIII) the accuracy rate of the system; and

(IX) the overall costs and benefits that would
result from implementation of the system.

(2) The plan described in paragraph (1) shall
take effect on the date of enactment of a bill or
joint resolution approving the plan.

{b) OBJECTIVES.—The plan described in sub-
section (a)(1) shall have the following objectives:

(1) To substantially reduce illegal immigration
and unauthorized employment of aliens.

(2) To increase employer compliance, espe-
cially in industry sectors known to employ un-
documented workers, with laws governing em-
ployment of aliens.

(3) To protect individuals from national origin
or citizenship-based unlowful discrimination
and from loss of privacy caused by use, misuse,
or abuse of personal information.

(4) To minimize the burden on business of ver-
ification of eligibility for employment in the
United States, including the cost of the system
to employers.

(5) To ensure that those who are ineligible for
public assistance or other government benefits
are denied or terminated, and that those eligible
for public assistance or other government bene-
fits shall—

(A) be provided a reasonable opportunity to
submit evidence indicating a satisfactory immi-
gration status; and

(B) not have eligibility for public assistance or
other government benefits denied, reduced, ter-
minated, or unreasonably delayed on the basis
of the individual's immigration status until such
a reasonable opportunity has been provided.

(c) SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS.—(1) A verification
system may not be implemented under this sec-
tion unless the system meets the following re-
quirements:

(A) The system must be capable of reliably de-
termining with respect to an individual wheth-
er—

(i) the person with the identity claimed by the
individual is authorized to work in the United
States or has the immigration status being
claimed; and

(ii) the individual is claiming the identity of
another person.

(B) Any document reguired by the system
must be presented to or examin